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{Aid HEGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


DAY CARE TASK FORCE 
AGENDA 
DATE: MAY 7, 1993 
URBAN Min; 
TIME: 9:00 A.M. | WAC ei 
: GOVEp Niten 3) 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR OMENTS 


1. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 
2. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF WORK PLAN DRAFT 


3. ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE ELIGIBILITY CASES (VIS-A-VIS MAXIMUM 
INCOME LEVEL POLICY AND EXEMPTION ON EARNINGS 
POLICY) 


4. FOR THE INFORMATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
A) STAFF REPORT 


5. OTHER BUSINESS 


6. ADJOURNMENT 


MINUTES OF THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


The Day Care Mm Force met on Friday, April 2, 1993 at 9:00 a.m., Room 233, Hamilton 


City Hall. 
Present: . Councillor D. Agostino 
Councillor T. Jackson 

L. Russell, J. Clinton, J. Powell-Fralick, J. Pacey, M. Baker, C. 
Firth, S. McDonald, M. McLaughlin, N. Westbury, J. Aquin, W. 
Campbell, S. Church, J. Kleefstra 

Also Present: J. Soldera, Diana Klodt, M. Gallagher 

1. © WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 


Councillor D. Agostino welcomed those in attendance. Each member briefly 
introduced him/herself, and provided a brief background of their occupation and 
reasons for epRiyng to the Task Force. 


ADOPTION OF MARCH 5, 1993 MINUTES OF THE DAY CARE TASK FORCE 
(McDonald/McLaughlin) 

That the Minutes of the March 5, 1993 meeting be received and adopted as 
presented. | CARRIED. 
APPOINTMENT OF CO-CHAIRMAN 


Councillor Agostino called for Nominations for the Co-Chairman of the Day Care 
Task Force. 


(McDonald/McLaughlin) 


That Leslie Russell be nominated for the Co-Chairmanship. 

There being no other nominations, they were declared closed. 

Leslie Russell was declared Co-Chairman of the Day Care Task Force. 
PRESENTATION OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT RE: SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY 


Diana Kloct, Supervisor of Subsidy Programmes provided an overview of the 
Assessment Procedures. 


Day Care Task Force Minutes : April 2, 1993 


There are two criteria which need to be established: 
1) Need for Service 
2) Financial Assessment 


The Task Force reviewed a sample assessment of a two parent family with 2 
children (9 yrs and 4 yrs of age) 


The form used is separated into those categories which are mandated by the 
Province and those which are mandated by the Municipality. 


Various headings included: Family Composition; Liquid Assets (stocks, bonds, 
chequing, savings, RSP’s); Monthly Income; Monthly Budgetary Needs etc. 


Staff advised that they require verification for each item on the form and they may 
at times be audited by the Province. 


A Form is provided for clients to sign ponsenuag to the inspection of assets. 


5. DEVELOPMENT OF WORK PLAN FOR REVIEW OF DAY CARE SUBSIDY 
ELIGIBILITY POLICIES 


The Task Force suggested the following avenues to review ie Day Care Subsidy 
Eligibility Policies: 


1) review sample cases where clients were once eligible and are no longer 
eligible due to the maximum income policy. 


2) review areas where the Municipality has control rather than Province 


3) review Day Care Subsidy Policies for other Municipalities (i.e. Metro 
Toronto, Ottawa-Carleton, Halton, Peel, London, Niagara) for costs factors, 
efficiency factors, administration, fairness with clients, user fees 


6. REPORT FROM THE MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY AND shekdeale SERVICES 
RESPECTING SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY AND PER DIEMS 


Winston Campbell of the Ministry of Community and Social Services provided an 
update on the Status of the Child Care Reform. The Reform will be examining 
various aspects such as: 


fo) context 

O jurisdiction 

fe) municipal role 
fo) 


funding 
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3 fo) involvement of stakeholders 
fe) who qualifies - determination/availability for childcare 
fe) focus on going into the school system 
The timing is expected to be late 1994 early 1995. 
re FOR THE INFORMATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
a) Staff Report - Jane Soldera 


J. Soldera advised that the Metro Toronto Service Plan for Child Care will 
be circulated to members for information. 


Jane also advised that the Social Planning and Research Council has 
offered their assistance to the Task Force. 


b) Future Meeting Schedule 
There was discussion that due to the layoff situation occuring at the Region 
and City, that the meeting dates be rescheduled to a Thursday rather than 
the Friday. The Committee Secretary will forward an updated ‘list. 


) 8. OTHER BUSINESS 
n/a 


9. ADJOURNMENT 
(Westbury/Church) 


The Committee adjourned at 10:45 a.m. 
CARRIED. 


Chairman 


Secretary 


Community and 
Social Services Day Nurseries Act 


pee SS ales lure: oan ome -- Nor Enviciate Form 


Name of Parent Telephone number 
Residence Business 


Ss Social Insurance number 


) lat SAME | A Determination of Available Income 


- 


Mother 


Ham | | for) : Father 


Family Composition - Adults and Children 


School or Occupation 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 
9. Basic needs - See Guidelines : Sb Mes, 


10. Special Diets — 


11. Heat OS 4S.8l dm 44) QYu5. m2. 
oy, as 
12. Telephone | 625. 
13 Sub-total < cs G 
14. Contingencies - 20% of Item 13 k aye | 
+ |15. Add Items 13 and 14 Sub-total Cp We 
| ae as 
17. Mortgage Payment (Principal and Interest) we, 6 RK o 
18. Property taxes } 
19. Debt payments — 
20. Travel and transportation , : tO 
21. Drugs —— 74 ‘ CO 
22. Dental Services =e 
23. Optical Services — 
5 Unemployment Insurance or ; 
‘ Training Allowance 24. Health Services —- 
6. Separation or Alimony Payment 25. Other - as approved COU 7B es O 
(Ht QS 


(VOU SE ADAe deg 


7. Other (specify) 
26. Add Items 15 to 25 Sub-total — “7 73 
, 27 Available Monthly Income less Budgetary 
* Items (Item 8 less Item 26 Se 


Exemption on Net Earnings ae = 
8 28. tem 1: $ RYLT.YAx DAS % x ‘ 00 
29 Available Monthly Income 
- (Item 27 less Item 28 Y. 


a aaa 2 UICGe Ot Seiler == “a, Ge 
| certify that the above information provided by me is correct. 
ae Signature of Parent . 


Date _ |Signature of Administrator or Designate (Municipal staff) 


0726 (03/91) Front : frangais 0414 


Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care 


program 


21.752% 
Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or Band 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 
31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home care under 


agreement: 


$_ sper day x ____=_§____ (aggregate number of days 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in the family enrolled in the day care 


‘ 
program . 
Item 30_____#t#4#= «x «days of service aes 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


ltem:0122 =) 2 es - Io98 Itemise 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines for Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse 


&) saualhleny alah SAMPLE (i Determination of Available Income 


Social Services Day Nurseries Act 
b Dur 


Ontario, , Form 1 
Dina /) O55 Incame —- No Eueare 
same of Parent Telephone number 
oOo Social Insurance number 
‘ Mother ‘ 


| 4 : 
7 | | Or) Father 


Hea 
Family; Composition - Adults and Children 


=_ 


Age School or Occupation 


ene Neer e e 
(Chid barn | 1988 


t . e 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 
uu Ase , Fak 


ing ar rene TS 
11, Heat 5 3317 hydra 149-54 


TE 
12. Telepl one $ oe 


14. Contingencies - 20% of Item 13 ] yi uf my ee 


WIMIEE 
16. Rent re, —. 

17 Nodaags Paymanterneem aimee | 1/1 F Le 
18. Property taxes ; ae BY 

19. Debt payments : Ce 5 has 
20. Travel and transportation i o m4 

21. Drugs ee (EZ 


22. Dental Services os 


23. Optical Services (om Sy Hons a ; ce 
24. Health Services 


25. Other - as approved House tas: Dab qD¢. ae 


5 Unemployment Insurance or 
™ Training Allowance 


. Separation or Alimony Payment << - ae 


_ 
Qttrar: ( ify) é Va as : 19 is 8 2 
# * (speci ; 

26. Add Items 15 to 25 : Sub-total oe ° . 
Available Monthly Income less Budgetary mate 

27. Items (Item 8 less Item 26 GS. 35 
Exemption on Net Earnings 

28. Item 1: $ ent N ie = a % 5S 20 


29 Available Monthly Income 
* (Item 27 less Item 28 


G. 
Actial WOst of Serulite #}G7 ce 


Signature of Parent 


-|Signature of Administrator or Designate (Municipal staff) 


trangais 0414 


Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care 


program 


[eee Sere. 
21.75 x 


Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or Band 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 


31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home-care under 


agreement: 


$s day x ___ Cs (aggregate number of days 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in. the family enrolled in the day care 


' 
program 
Item 30___ ss CCCti‘¥K #Cdaays: off Service . f erro! 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


ltem.31 se ee 1988 temise 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines for Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse 


Community and : 
Social Services — Day Nurseries Act 


Ontario pS Oe, ent Lavy i} fy SS og Not erin Form 1 


Name of Parent Telephone number 
| Residence Business 


Social Insurance number | 


sialiid lien SAMALE eae Determination of Available Income 


Mother 


Family Composition - Adults and Children 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 


9. Basic needs - See Guidelines & / mae 
10. Special Diets Orn Esa. Hee ae 7G 
Ga (Sy - UJjo 


~4Ns 2) 


N 
Ww 
ar 
Cw 


15. Add Items 13 and 14 Sub-total ‘piksy eld 
— 


: “ tt re J - 0 NC!) 
17. Mortgage Payment (Principal and Intéresh Y) eye c te 


18. Property taxes Vv) is Ce 


Part 1 - Monthly income (Adults) 


rae 
1. Net Earnings $ = 
MAS = 204 -X6 HX. - 119. Debt payments : ; ot 
2. Boarder Revenue $ oe 20. Travel and transportation vate 


21. Drugs nie. poe Gs | 

22. Dental Services — : ae 

23. Optical Services ——— 

24. Health Services —_ | 

5 eins to “™@ 

25. Other - as approved ; es eas roe ib | 

ea: = 

PO SC /} a (CY 

26. Add Items 15 to 25 Sub-total pa ope ee a 
Available Monthly Income less Budgetary ; a ae 

27. Items (Item 8 less Item 26 | Maa chin es S 
Exemption on Net Earnings — Yad) 

28. item 1: $ D) Sh o-: % 350. moe 


3. Rental Revenue §$ x 60% 


5 Unemployment Insurance or : 
* Training Allowance 
6. Separation or Alimony Payment aa) 


7. Other (specify) 


8. Monthly Income (Items 1 to 7) 


29 Available Monthly Income By 
lo O G5 / * (Item 27 less Item 28 : aha 
4 Netual Co Servite. 4/,1/74:5¢ 


Signature of Parent 


Signature of Administrator or Designate (Municipal staff) — 


0726 (03/91) Front : : francais 0414 


Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income . 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 


divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care 3 
program 
$ = § __ 


21.75 x 


Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or Band 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 


31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home care under 
agreement: 


$__ .perday x _......____ss (aggregate number of days 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in the family enrolled in the day care 


program 


al 


NGETWSO eo eg eK GEYS Ot service 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


Item 31__ sss Item 32 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines foc Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse : Om ‘ © 


pe hac Alay SAMPLE |. Determination of Available Income 


Community and ; 
Social wy) Day Nurseries Act 


Name of Parent Telephone number 
Residence Business 


Social Insurance number 


Mother 


——eo—O— Ee Composition - Adults and Children 


School or Occupation 


[eh ocr [ae | 
hal | 


hom 
ther ) 


(Ather  orm | )400 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 


Amount 
poct# |" 79.78 
Pee fd a 


Poe ab cap F 355 
has EY G65 97 
ee o_O [451 


/ ee ae 15. Add Items 13 and 14 Sub-total 
= a 


; 17. Mortgage Payment (Principal and Interest) 

Eats 1 - Monthly Income due Ce & 3 

1S] T63E77 
Spee een 


19. Debt payments Ot. ellaahe Le 36 Fe Cb sh _ 
20. Travel and transportation 
3. Rental Revenue $ x 60% ieee 21. Drugs : Bs cé 
Lo a ae 
5 Unemployment Insurance or 

* Training Allowance 
6. Separation or Alimony Payment - ioe a: 


7. Other (specify) 


22. Dental Services 


23. Optical Services Ccntact sel u hens = cc 
ers See 


24. Health Services 


STM 


ase tt als 
26. Add hem: 15 to 25 Sub-total Sip]: 5 3 


Available Monthly Income less Budgetary 
27. Items Item 8 less Item 26 i os Wot 
— favan 
ee = ie, 
Available eae none, -- 
29. (item 27 less Item 28 Gia 


Aetual cost OF Service. =4),147. 322 


| certify that the above information provided by me is correct. 
Signature of Parent 


Signature of Administrator or Designate (Municipal staff) 


0726 (03/91) Front : francais 0414 


Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care 
program 


Cae oe ee ee Ree 
21.75 x 


Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or Band 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 


31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home care under 
agreement: 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in the family enrolled in the day care 
program 


$__ sper day x _ Cs (aggregate number of days a 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


Item 0a ets ee 2 we x days of service 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


ent 2S ee einioe 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines for Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse 


Community and 
# Social Services A Day Nurseries Act 
peeps ricle: re # — EliGi@Le te 


Name of Parent ¥ Telephone number 
i, : Residence Business 


Social Insurance number 


¥ Ministry of SAMPLE ZA Determination of Available Income 


Mother 


Family Composition - Adults and Children 


a Cee School or Occupation 


Age 
Child born 485 
i: Sa cad Ro 


father bar | 458 
Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 
pnadiesrs — 563 & 


10. Special Diets — 


1 Heat Gas 55.64 hydro 63.29] (18 73 _ 
[12 Teleone es 


12. Telephone 


ERE 


15. Add Items 13 and 14 Sub-total % 4 % = yf \ 


16. Rent — | 


17. Mortgage Payment (Principal and Interest) (/) Low ere Ge 


18. Property taxes \/ Ga 


19. Debt payments (0) PN Bi hie. CO 47h, 


20. Travel and transportation 120: Ca 


1540.14 


2. Boarder Revenue $ oneeaee, 
3. Rental Revenue $ Q45 G x 60% 


4. Pension 


21. Drugs 


Be 
\ 
fe 
(0 
8 


22. Dental Services — 


23. Optical Services 


5 Unemployment Insurance or 
* Training Allowance 


6. Separation or Alimony Payment 


7. Other (specify) 


24. Health Services —_— 
25. Other - as approved Jn .< 5 Ths AISS Sos 


_— 
or Ins 68.25 
26. Add Items 15 to 25 Sub-total | 


27 Available Monthly Income less Budgetary 
* Items (Item 8 less Item 26 


28 Exemption on Net Earnings 
‘Item 1: $ x % 


8. Monthly Income (Items 1 to 7) 
=f 29. Available Monthly tncome 4 vas 


| Ayoss \ Weonie= 5S U8) raya) Item 27 less Item 28 : 7 . 
| certify that the above information provided by me is correct. FA ctual COST © oe / 3 5. ao 


Signature of Parent | 


| 


4 
= 
%& 
a) 


Signature of Administrator or Designate (Municipal staff) 


0726 (03/91) Front i francais 0414 


Part Il! - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care y 
program : 


Pal They 


Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or Band 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 


31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home care under 
agreement: 


$_ sper day x ___S:C (aggregate number of days 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in the family enrolled in the day care 


program 


Jal 


Item cea ene oe Weert x days of service 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


Item 3i1___ ss CtC‘CCCCd@SSs IteM 32 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines for Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse 


salacahet ae Sani=ge 282 Determination of Available Income 


Social Services - Day Nurseries Act 


has Single bare ft - EUGIBLE asa 


Name of Parent ; Telephone number 
os Residence 


Family Composition - Adults and Children 


Name School or Occupation 


Business 


Vother mn | |4es 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 


Liquid Assets : 9. Basic needs - See Guidelines SAR ee) 
Type 0) 


qi wl i, 


10. Special Diets == 


Aj Gas 


IN 
B 
ei 
o 
g 
ug 
ee 
re) 
rs 
oO 
a 


t 
OX 
Uy 


12. Telephone : 

13. Sub-total | _ X 57. ae 
14. Contingencies - 20% of Item 13 a owe Tle 
15. Add Items 13 and 14 Sub-total | / 6 29-A2 


16. Rent ———s 


1 ee 


18. Property taxes USE 


17. Mortgage Payment (Principal and Interest) 


~ 


19. Debt payments Vials pel vCes 


20. Travel and transportation 


21. Drugs Cale (ee 


22. Dental Services 


23. Optical Services 


Unemployment Insurance or 


. Training Allowance 


24. Health Services 


25. Other - as approved house. TG s AS. 
A Ins | 32,5 


26. Add Items 15 to 25 Sub-total 


27 Available Monthly Income less Budgetary 
* Items (Item 8 less Item 26 


28. Exemption on Net Earnings 


8. Monthly Income (Items 1 to 7) Item 1: $ x " % 
29 Available Monthly Income 


Bic income = *~37,8a3. "(Item 27 less Item 28 7 
| certify that the above information provided by me is correct. Actual Cost O avec € a 33 | ie 


3) Signature of Parent | 
/ : : | 


Signature of Administrator or Designate (Municipal staff) 


0726 (03/91) Front 


Es sc 
G &, a 
or nel lo 

& 
“6g 


Oy 
A 
— 
CR 


6. Separation or Alimony Payment 


: 


7. Other (specify) 


ASS 
+ 
ag 


francais 0414 


Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care 


-program 


21/59 x 
Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or Band 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 


31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home care under 
agreement: 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in the family enrolled in the day care 


program 


$_ oper day x _ CS (aggregate numbber of days ae 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


Item 3O__ ss Cx:s days of Service 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


item:.31 226 2 eee ee = *loss'item 32 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines tor Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse 


Ministry ‘ oe ; 
y) canlytiy and SAMPLE ae Determination of Available Income 
Social Services Day Nurseries Act 


Ontario 2 baren + lr N eH - EUIGIBLE Form 1 


Name of Parent 


Telephone number 
: Residence Business 
__ Teco; A ae ae | 
Mother 
Ck KY) / [fen . Father | 


Family Composition - Adults and Children 


Name School or Occupation 


: 

Chiid born | 490 
Child orn | 199) 
Dor, 

__ porn 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 
s: 
54 (/bYVO ‘ Tav+Yad 
canada Trust Aer T Cl 141.57 | [a het cas’ 7.1 hyde 7397 ay 
[TC S C) Gg, 


feel 997.8 
49.44 


ae y 5 
ON Rell eels Me 
@ 


15. Add Items 13 and 14 Sub-total 1%€. €é 
16. Rent | 
17. Mortgage ¢ in qj). 3¢ 
Part 1 - Monthly Income (Adults) She Mack A St dS i 
AE} nox LL. : 18. Property taxes aan ol 
als ner Enings Og? 1 3 
19. Debt payments es | 


20. Travel and transportation =() Ce 
21. Drugs ar ga ea | 


305.99 | 
3. Rental Revenue $ Bye. oe x 60% / 


IS 49- Ta 
eowwrtomes | 
<Z oO} 


22. Dental Services —-— 
23. Optical Services = 
24. Health Services es: 


25. Other - as approved WIS protessitnol AGES 
ee at v Png 2s 
re] Cb 
Mise Lv} 


4. Pension (oth T50: co 
5 Unemployment Insurance or 

* Training Allowance — 

6. Separation or Alimony Payment 


es 
Ross Lntome_ = veyan ne 


| certify that the above information provided by me is correct. 
Signature of Parent - 


Signature of Administrator or Designate (Municipal staff) 


0726 (03/91) Front francais 0414 


7.03 Y) 


6 
26. Add Items 15 to 25 Sub-total Be. / é- 
27 Available Monthly Income less Budgetary 
* Items (Item 8 less Item 26 ] 
Exemption on Net Earnings } 
28. item 1: $ Seales 


9 Available Monthly Income 
* (Item 27 less Item 28 cs 


Hetial Cast of Service ="USe 98 


{A O PeC;©rss = 
x % 


Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care 
program 


21.75 x 


Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or Band 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 


31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home care under 
agreement: 


$_ sper day x __:C (aggregate number of days 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in the family enrolled in the day care 


program 
Item 30__._ sss C(‘CtéCK SCs: cf Service 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


alee 


Item 31 —__gss Item 32 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines for Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse 


pest Saree = 21> Determination of Available Income 
Social Services ~ / Day Nurseries Act 


| oS Parent tamil — ELIGIBLE __ 
elep one number 


Rame of Parent 
Social Insurance number 


Form 1 


Mother 


Father | 
Family Composition - Adults and Children | | 


| Name | School or Occupation | 
| Chilo born | 19736| 
Ny d bo ia / 1865 


PITI€ reco |_14et 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 


9. Basic needs - See Guidelines ~ s i MEE 


‘Tad : Kae = = 2OF 
eee 
13. Sub-total | CY iL US 


= 16. Rent fee. 
& aw. 
17. Mortgage Payment (Principal and Interest) ‘ ib 
Part 1 - Monthly Income (Adults) = : v q il é = 
TWIR- SChoe Pa ie (F3 (WY) PG 18. Property taxes y ) : “ae 
'1. Net Earnings $Loat= 557-0 557-09 aq £ 
MAS - 7 3b Ss 7 << % 19. Debt payments V “a f\ Co 
r WV Oo as om : 
2. Boarder Revenue $ j cee 20. Travel and transportation N.. CO 
'3. Rental Revenue $ x 60% aed = OY 
° as: 


5 Unemployment Insurance or 
Training Allowance 
6. Separation or Alimony Payment Moe 


7. Other (specify) 


C2 
Paola ee ee Sa7 4 
SAU Y 


Available Monthly Income less Budgetary 
27. items (Item 8 less Item 26 i 


28 Exemption on Net Earnings _—— 
‘Item 1: $ x % 


29 Available Monthly Income : 
* (Item 27 less Item 28 Y 


5 00 l 
| certify that the above information provided by me is correct. A chal Cost O < Vice a ae ; YO 


~. Signature of Parent 


} 


Signature of Administrator or Designate. (Municipal staff) 


0726 (03/91) Front oye francais 0414 


8. Monthly Income (Items 1 to 7) 


Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
divided by 21.75 x number of children in family enrolled in day care , 
program 


21.75 x | 


Part IV - Calculation of Monthly Cost to Municipality or oon 
(For use of Municipality or Band only) 


31. Total monthly cost of day nursery services or private home care under 
agreement: 


$__ sper day x _ CC (aggregate number of days 
for all children in family enrolled in day care program) 


32. Parental contribution = Available daily income (Item 30) x aggregate 
days of service for all children in the family enrolled in the day care 


program 


al 


item/30 eX days of service 


33. Monthly cost to Municipality or Band 


Item 31___ ss CCCCi‘“‘(CCsd@SS Item 32 


Completion of this form must be in accordance with the Ministry Guidelines for Determination of Available Income 


0726 (03/91) Reverse ; € 


&) seowit Med Snel eee h Determination of Available Income 


Community and ' 
Social Services Day Nurseries Act 


Ontario ly Ae Aes - BLIGIGLE WITH CONTRIBUTION Form 1 


Name of Parent Telephone number 
Residence 


* Social Insurance number 


Mother 


Family Composition - Adults and Children 


Name Age School or Occupation 


Dor 


Part Il - Monthly Budgetary Needs (Family) 


oe sailed 5 , : 9. Basic needs - See Guidelines 75 CL 
Royal Bark peat #1 = 
are ys RRS p O00. 11. Heat as 
ewe 00. NBS 


14. Contingencies - 20% of Item 13 gas i 


D 

y 
c 
c 


QO 14.08 


15. Add Items 13 and 14 Sub-total heme 
Total SEES, 


16. Rent 

17. Mortgage Payment (Principal and Interest) cae 
Part 1 - Monthly income (Adults) 
18. Property taxes — 


19. Debt payments 2 @ oO 
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Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 
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Part Ill - Computation of Available Daily Income 


30. Available daily income = available monthly income (Item 29 above) 
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Section I INTRODUCTION 


INTRODUCTION 


The Child Care system in Metropolitan Toronto currently faces a number of 
significant challenges. Escalating costs mean that non subsidized, licensed child 
care is an option for fewer and fewer families. Families who qualify for 
subsidized child care must now wait upwards of 18 months to access service. A 
high level of licensed vacancies threatens the ongoing viability of service 
providers. 


The Service Plan is a tool intended to help alleviate some of the pressures on 
the system. It proposes ways in which service can be delivered in a rational, 
accountable and equitable manner that maximizes the use of resources available 
to the system. 


In 1991, the Joint Independent Review of Subsidized Child Care Costs in 
Metropolitan Toronto was completed. The Joint -Review of Costs confirmed 
that there is a discrepancy between child care funding levels and the costs of 
managing and delivering the subsidized child care system in Metro Toronto. As 
a result of the Joint Independent Review, an agreement was reached between 
Metro and the Province to use a Service Planning approach to the planning, 
management and delivery of the subsidized child care system in Metropolitan 
Toronto. 


In developing the plan, the project team comprised of municipal and provincial 
staff have solicited and received advice from the community. This plan, 
contingent upon approval by Metropolitan Council and the Provincial 
Government, will form the basis for a negotiated financial agreement for 
subsidized child care services to be provided within Metropolitan Toronto in 
1992 and 1993. 


WHAT IS A SERVICE PLAN? 


A Service Plan is one of the products of the service planning process. The 
Service Plan forms the basis for budget and resource allocations. It is a tool 
used to support the management process. The plan represents an agreement 
between the Municipality and the Province providing for a certain level of 
service at an agreed upon sum of money. The Service Plan is not a tool for the 
development of policy; it is a blueprint for the implementation of policies 
currently adopted by the Municipal and Provincial governments. The Service 
Plan will not provide a magical solution to the current child care crisis in 
Metropolitan Toronto. It will, however, outline the relationship between level 
of funding and level of service. The Service Plan does not attempt to break 
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new ground in development of new principles and directions; it translates 
established principles into practical goals and operational policies. It provides 
guidelines to service funders, planners and managers. 


Service planning for child care is not a static process; the planning process 
must be responsive and capable of reflecting the changing demographic makeup 
of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. As community needs change, the 
service plan must be capable of responding and adapting accordingly. 


THE PLANNING CONTEXT: 


The Service Plan is being developed within the context of financial restraints. 
There is increasing pressure to ensure that limited public dollars are being spent 
in a way that is fiscally and socially responsible. Metro Children’s Services has 
received a provincial budget directive that outlines the need to find cost 
efficiencies. The municipality has also established corporate guidelines with 
respect to performance indicators. 


The planning process is occurring in a reform environment; an environment of 
impending restructuring and change. The Provincial Child Care Reform 
process as well as Disentanglement discussions will affect how child care iS 
managed and delivered in the future. In addition, there are a number of policy 
directions at both the Provincial and the Municipal government level that the 
service plan must reflect. These include such initiatives as the Provincial "Child 
Care Conversion Guidelines: Making the Transition From For-Profit to 
Non-Profit" and Metro's Social Development Strategy. 


This Service Plan contains nothing that could be deemed contradictory to the 
directions set by the Child Care Reform, Provincial Child Care Management 
Framework or the Corporate Strategic Plan and the Social Development 
Strategy. In fact, the principles and polices of this plan are directly supported 
by these initiatives. This plan aims to promote equitable and accountable 
service delivery. In turn it is important that new ‘initiatives, capital and 
Operating expansion and the commercial conversion process should take into 
account this plan and its aims. Although in its most pure form this plan 
addresses the provision and planning for subsidized child care only, it must be 
recognized that almost 80 percent of all occupied spaces are subsidized. In 
particular, new development in areas that: are defined in this plan as having 
service levels significantly over their equitable share could negatively affect the 
financial well-being of the remaining operations. In planning new facilities and 
projects it is necessary that funders consider these impacts and make 
appropriate decisions. - 
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THE PLANNING PROCESS: on | 

: : 
The service plan speaks to the needs of clients, service providers, service” 
managers and service funders. In order to address the issues that face each of 
these groups, the service planning process must include a number of key. 
elements including: 


a. setting service and financial objectives. 


b. developing a framework for planning and the allocation of available 
resources. 


c. developing an information system/data base that is capable of measuring 
service needs, service demands, service capabilities and service costs 
throughout Metropolitan Toronto. 


d. negotiating mutually acceptable service philosophy principles and policies 
to guide the planning and decision making process. 


e. establishing mutually agreeable priorities as to what direction to take within 
the context of current policy direction. 


f. establishing a planning timeframe and schedule. 


g. developing the capacity to monitor and evaluate implementation of the 
plan. 


The Service Plan reflects consideration of each of these elements and proposes 
strategies to make the best use of available resources. 


PUBLIC CONSULTATION AND INPUT: 


The 1992 Service Plan is founded on the principles adopted through the 1990 
Comprehensive Review of Child Care, a document that was developed with 
extensive public consultation and input. The four Principles of the provincial 
document “Child Care Reform: Setting the Stage": sound management, 
affordability, accessibility and high quality, are also reflected in the service 
plan. : 


The Service Plan is the result of an Ongoing consultative process. The 
consultation will not cease with its adoption. Over the summer a Community 
Advisory Network as well as Issue Specific Workgroups (participants are listed 
in Appendix "E") met to identify issues and to provide advice to a project team 
composed of Municipal and Provincial Staff. Many of the recommendations of 
the Community Advisory Network. have been incorporated directly into the 
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service plan (the recommendations of each of the Workgroups and of the 
Community Advisory Network are located in Appendices "G" and "H".) 


During the consultation process a number of issues were identified that will 
require additional Study and discussion. Throughout the fall and winter 
months, workgroups will continue to meet to address these issues and to make 
further recommendations to the service planning process. 


Because service planning is an ongoing process, there is a strong emphasis on 
the need for ongoing communication and consultation. Strategies to facilitate 
cooperative communication links are an important component of the Service 
Plan. The Community Advisory Network as well as the Workgroups will 
continue to meet to deal with the unresolved issues such as service to high 
needs communities and special needs children as well as new and emerging 
trends and issues affecting service planning. 


MAJOR PRINCIPLES: 


The Service Plan must be founded on a set of guiding principles that reflect the 
direction of both Metro Council and the Provincial Government. The 
Principles outlined below are adopted from the 1990 Metro Comprehensive 
Review of Child Care: Face Of The Future and reflect the principles outlined 
in Child Care Reform in Ontario:- Setting The Stage, the provincial consultation 
document. 


It is recognized that efficient and rational utilization of scarce resources will 


Provide stability and continuity for service providers and service consumers. 
PRINCIPLES: 


1. Child ‘Care is first and foremost a service to children which also provides 
Support to families and the community as a whole. 


2. Quality being the cornerstone of Metropolitan Toronto’s child care system, 
the Municipality should continue to champion high standards and 
programming. 


3. To improve the accessibility of child care, particularly for those age groups 
and communities which are underserved, Metro should take an active role 
in supporting the development of new spaces. 


4. In recognition of the ‘diversity of ethno-cultural backgrounds and the 
variety of languages used by the client group served, Metro should work 
with the child care community to make the services provided more 
sensitive to the needs of the children and families served. 
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5. Metro should introduce a ward based service planning process that takes 
into account parental preference and considers a broad range of service 
models including the "hub", workplace child care, home child care etc and 
which ensures that the planning of child care services does not occur in 
isolation from other community services. Subsidy space ceilings should be 
managed on a local basis by age group with specific targets and time 
frames to improve accessibility for the most underserved children and 
communities. Subsidy space ceilings will be managed within the context of 
new and on-going initiatives. 


6. Metropolitan Toronto should retain the “first come, first served” placement 
policy and should apply it in conjunction with the geographic and age 
equity targets established. 


7. The child care System must be planned and managed to ensure that all 
families have access to licensed, quality care regardless of family income. 


8. The Service Plan must be developed and managed within currently 
available resources. Ongoing issues related to affordability and funding 
will be addressed through the Child Care Reform-reform process as well as 
through ongoing discussions between the Municipality and the Province. 


The Service Plan is organized in two major sections: 


1. ACCOUNTABILITY: Children’s Services must ensure that the services it 
delivers and purchases are efficient, effective and open to public scrutiny 
and review. 


2. EQUITY: Regardless of employment status, income, family status or area 
of residence, the same relative level of access to subsidized child care 
should be available to all residents of Metropolitan Toronto. 


These principles, which are explored in further detail in the body of the 
Service Plan, are the foundation for the directions that are espoused in this 
document. 


Section 
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INTRODUCTION 


Children’s Services must ensure that the services it delivers and purchases are 
efficient, effective, planned and open to public scrutiny and review. 


"What is Efficiency in Child Care Operations? 


Efficiency means providing quality services in a way that maximizes both 
public and private dollars. Child care is a developmental service for children 
and their families, therefore, quality is essential. Efficient in this context is not 
synonymous with inexpensive. 


The Ministry of Community and Social Services determines the average cost per 
unit of service. The cost is compared across the province and does not factor 
in such issues as length of service day, mix of ages of children being served, 
operating costs and salary levels. Salaries and benefits account for upwards of 
80 percent of costs, especially for centres which benefit from in-kind subsidies 
such as free rent, cleaning and occupancy costs (see findings of the Joint 
Independent Review). Salary levels vary significantly even within in the 
non-profit sector. The top salaries are being paid by community colleges where 
a pay equity process has determined equitable salary levels. Salary levels may 
play a major role in unit cost levels; however, the pay equity settlements to 
date prove that, in general, salaries in the child care sector are not adequate. 


Due to the strong relationship between salary expenditures and per diems, 
however, it is necessary to ensure that all salary expenditures are justified. It is 
in this context that the cost efficiency of a child care agency can be measured. 
Group size and configuration as well as mix of ages served can have a 
significant impact on the cost efficiency of a centre: (Appendix "I" outlines 
some of the findings of the Licensing Issues Work Group which build upon the 
analysis developed by the Joint Independent Review.) Clearly, the licensing and 
purchase of service procedures must be strengthened and mandated to ensure 
efficient operating configurations. Similarly, agencies must be informed and 
helped to attain these efficiencies. 


Efficient Allocation of Resources 


This document makes repeated references to "underserved" and "“overserved" 
areas; it is important to understand that these references are being made only 
in the context of equitable allocation of resources to eligible children across «, 
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rate is'only 6 percent. Similarly, the proportion of infant & toddler spaces 
ranges from a low of 12.7 percent in North York Centre to a high of 22.7 
percent in Midtown. Yet even the best served ward in terms of age equity does 
not have sufficient number of infant and toddler subsidies available (nor a 
sufficient number of licensed spaces for those age groups). 


| 


. In order to best utilize existing and new resources, it is important that all new 


capital, operating and commercial conversion funds be applied in a manner that 
supports the aims of the service plan. , 


FUNDING 


The service plan must address the implications of the current complex funding 
arrangements for subsidized child care. Current funding arrangements and 
issues are described in this section. : ; 


User Fees 

The funding of subsidized child care is shared between three levels of 
government and subsidized clients. Traditionally the share contributed by users 
was quite small. However in 1992 it increased from approximately 6 percent of 
the total gross budget to about 8 percent, and is scheduled to increase to over 
10 percent in 1993 and almost 13 percent in 1994. This will represent more 
than 100 percent increase in the total contribution by users since 1991. 


Multiple budgets and funding streams 

The provincial government which in partnership with the federal government is 
responsible for 80 percent of eligible costs after user fees, controls the child 
care expenditures through several separate budget allocations and space ceilings. 
These include four program areas: Purchased Group Centres, Purchased Home 
Care, Metro Private Home Care and Metro Directly Operated Group Centres. 
Further allocations are made for ESI (Employment Support Initiative), SCCI 
(Student Child Care Initiative), directly operated Integrated Program and 
administration. The planning and budgeting processes were further complicated 
by recent provincial initiatives of "Jobs Ontario" and “Guidelines For New Child 
Care Subsidies". 


In practical terms this means that separate budgets and funding claims must be 
submitted and separate waiting lists maintained. In order to simplify the 
administration, management and client access, the municipality has . been 
negotiating with the Ministry of Community and Social Services a "global 
budget approval". Global budget approval does not mean a “blank cheque" to 
the municipality; it means that all service providers, both centre based and 
home child care agencies and clients are put on same footing, while service 
Priorities are negotiated through a service planning process. 
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Subsidy Levels in For-profit Sector 

"Municipalities will be accountable for ensuring fees subsidy expenditure in the 
for-profit sector for 1992 or fiscal 92/93 is at or below the ceiling expenditure 
level established in negotiation with the Area Office. This negotiation process 
will use the March 1992 level of subsidy expenditure in the for-profit sector as 
the basis for establishing the ceiling". (Guideline For New Child Care 
Subsidies, Ministry of Community and Social Services, May 22.1992). Interim 
figures indicate the following expenditures on behalf of children enrolled in 
for-profit agencies in March 1992 in both current (constrained) and proposed 
(actual) per diem scenarios. 


Table |. 
COMMERCIAL AGENCIES EXPENDITURE, MARCH 1992 
Current Actual 
Children Days Per Diems Per Diems 
Group Centres 6,528 140,788 $3,398,951 $5574) 316 
Home Child Care 82 722 $37,655 $38,352 
Total 6,610 142,510 $3,436,606 «$3,779,670. 


Administration 

The municipal administration of the subsidized child care in Metropolitan 
Toronto accounts for approximately 6.4 percent of the total gross cost of the 
system. The single largest portion of the budgeted $10.! million is allocated to 
Service Access Management, the client intake and agency account process 
functions. The introduction of CSIS has allowed increased efficiencies through 
reduction of approximately 25 clerical positions in 1991. No intake workers 
have been added since 1989 despite significant addition of subsidy spaces. 
Combined with significant growth in the waiting list (currently over 11,200) 
each worker handles on average 745 children. The efficiency and effectiveness 
of the service has been negatively affected by the increase in the caseload ratios 
from the approved 450 cases per intake worker. 


Budget Overview 

Current costsharing shortfall on the 1992 “Net Eligible for Subsidy" budget of 
$144.1 million is $7.4 million, a decrease from the originally projected $15.2 
million. This decrease was achieved through increases in user fees-as well as a 
number of permanent and temporary cutbacks in the municipally operated 
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group centres and space utilizations cutbacks in Purchased Group Centres 
program, Purchased and Metro Home Care, and ESI. The space utilization cuts 
amounted to a equivalent of 555 spaces, on top of 168 spaces permanently 
closed in the Municipal Group Centres. In order to eliminate shortfalls 
completely in 1993, approximately 700 spaces would have to be cut on a 
permanent basis in addition to the scheduled implementation of 1993 fee 
increases. 


The payment of actual per diems is expected to add $6.8 million to the Gross 
Budget which would either require appropriate increases in Metro and 
Provincial expenditures or a reduction of additional 1,000 spaces; however a 
scheduled 1994 user fee increase would reduce the cost of introducing actual 
per diems to approximately $4.5 million (or a 650 space cut). 


The municipal staff are pursuing actively with the Ministry of Community and 
Social Services various options of eliminating the existing and potential future 
shortfalls; however should adequate provincial funding not materialize and 
sufficient. dollars not be found through a move towards more efficient 
licensing, a plan for permanent service cuts will be required in order to pay the 
actual costs of service providers. ; 


ond Oss 


Section 2 ACCOUNTABILITY . 


ACTUAL COST PER DIEMS 


The key to sustained stability of the child care system is the recognition and 
payment of .actual cost per diems to the service providers. The approved costs 
of agencies were paid in full every year until 1991, when a six percent ceilings 
was imposed, only to be followed by a complete freeze on per diem increases in 
1992. As Table 2 demonstrates, the average gap between paid and actual costs 
in purchased group centres has reached $2.04 per space per day (8.3 percent). 


Although space expansion provides some relief from costs associated with 
under-enrolmeat, the non-payment of actual costs provides an ongoing stress on 
full fee paying parents and on the system as a whole. 


While some scope remains for reducing actual cost per diems through improved 
* licensing and purchasing cost efficient models only, the only two major courses 
are : 1. increased funding, and 2. reducing the number of spaces to be 
purchased. Reduction of average costs through purchasing of cheaper spaces 
due to lower salaries or re-focusing on school-age children would represent a 
step backward. ; 


Therefore: 


Effective immediately 


1. licensing and purchase of service practices will emphasize the importance 
of efficient licensing configuration. 


2. Municipal and Provincial staff will explore how a planned addition of child 


care spaces through the Jobs Ontario initiative can contribute to reducing | 
and meeting actual cost per diems. 


Beginning in 1993 


3. the Municipality will recognize and return to payment of actual cost per 
diems in 1993. 


4. In absence of provincial funding necessary to meet actual costs, service will 


be curtailed over time in a planned manner in order to meet actual per 
diems within available funding. = 
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Table 2. 
GROSS PER DIEMS by AGE CATEGORY 


Purchased Group Programs 


Program Code Current Actual. Difference Percent 
Infant — 37.28 40.22 2.94 7.9 
Toddler 33.34 35.97 2.63 7.9 
Preschool 25.97 27.99 2.02 7.8 
part day 15.39 17.06 1.67 10.9 
Sp. need - full day 45.27 47.21 1.94 4.3 
Sp. need - part day 33.70 34.27 57 1.7 
Summer camp 22.64 24.36 172 7.6 
Kindergarten 23.00 25:85 2.85 12.4 
half day 24.13 25.88 1.75 7.3 
Summer camp 22.63 24.76 ahs 9.4 
Schoolage 17.91 19.58 1.67 93 
half day 13.23 14.35 1.12 8.5 
part day 9.38 9.59 a4 | Ze 
Summer camp 21.42 23.23 1.81 8.5 
Schoolage 10 - 12 14.88 16.17 1.29 7 
half day 6.02 6.42 .40 6.6 
part day ee 75) 07 9 
Summer camp 19.15 21.19 2.04 10.7 
Average Per Diem 24.50 26.54 _ 2.04 8.3 


Note: 1. Applies to all Purchased Group Programs expenditures from January 
- to August 1992. “Current” represents a weighted average rates paid, 
“Actual” is a weighted average of rates accepted by Children’s Services as 

true per diems. ; 


2. Schoolage programs for 10 - 12 year old children have very small 
enrollment, as do special need programs for preschoolers. 
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SERVICE EFFICIENCIES 


Metro Children’s Services must ensure that the subsidized child care system in | 
Metropolitan Toronto is managed in an efficient, cost effective manner. Within 
the context of planning, managing and delivering a high quality system that 
meets the needs of children and their families, Municipal and provincial staff 
must coordinate their efforts to ensure that the best use is made of all available 


funds. 


"Metropolitan Toronto should continue to provide adequate financial support to 
community operators under purchase of service contract while continuing to 
press the Province of Ontario to recognize and pay their fair share of the 
associated costs. These costs should reflect realistically the costs of delivering 
care in the Metropolitan Toronto community." (Recommendation 21, 1990 


Comprehensive Review of Child Care ) 


It must be recognized that in times of financial constraints, it is critical that 
services be planned and managed and delivered in the most cost effective 
manner possible. Although lower child/adult ratios would contribute to 
increased quality of care, funding levels reflect the current Day Nurseries Act. 


In 1991, the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto and the Province of Ontario 
hired an external consultant to determine the actual costs of delivering the 
subsidized child care system in the Municipality of Metro Toronto. 


The results of the Independent Joint Review of Costs illustrate that inefficient 
licensing configurations are one of a number of factors that drive costs. 
Centres with group sizes that did not reflect Day Nursery Act ratios had higher 
per diem costs than those centres with licensing patterns that reflected DNA 
ratios. It must be noted that inefficient licensing configurations have a negative 
impact not only on the subsidized system but on full fee paying clients as well. 
The lower per diem’ rates realized through a gradual move towards more 
efficient licensing configurations will enable provision of a higher level of care 
within current dollars. 


In 1992, Metro Children’s Services will close six of the most inefficiently 
licensed directly operated centres in order to cut costs. These centres. were 
identified through the Independent Joint Review as being the most. cost 
inefficient. Issues such as community need were not addressed in the decision 
making process. 


Throughout the summer of 1992, the Licensing Efficiencies Workgroup ( a 
subcommittee of the Community Advisory Network) analyzed the relationship 
between licensing configuration and per diem costs. The Workgroup looked at 
the correlation between relatively high per diems and group sizes that do not 
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reflect DNA ratios. Appendix "I" provides a detailed budget breakdown 
between an efficiently and an inefficiently configured centre. The average cost 
per space in the inefficient centre is more than $1,400.00 higher than in the 
efficiently licensed- centres. It is worth noting that this cost would result not 
just in higher subsidized per diems but in higher fees to the public as well. 


"Metro should recognize the need to adjust staffing levels in child care 
programmes serving clients who require special or intensive services and should 
advocate with the Province for full cost sharing of this necessary support" 


(Recommendation 27, 1990 Comprehensive Review of Child Care). 


The service planning process provides an opportunity to attain more efficient 
licensing configurations within the context of achieving geographic equity. As 
we move towards a more efficient delivery of child care services it is essential 
that the differing needs of communities are recognized and acknowledged and 
that the quality of care being delivered is not compromised. 


Therefore: 


1. The following factors will be considered when determining the cost 
efficiency of any given service model: 
* special needs/integrated centres 
* high needs communities 
* physical plant 
* Francophone/ Native programmes 
* flexible models 
* specialized services (e.g.Teen parent programmes) | 


2. Subject to the considerations outlined immediately above, where possible, 
staffing and group size in agencies with Purchase of Service agreements 
will reflect cost efficient models of service by 1994. 


3. Metro and the Ministry will work with the Home Child Care Association of 
Metro Toronto to determine cost drivers in home child care and to develop 
recommendations with respect to cost efficient service models. Where 
possible, Home Child Care Agencies with purchase of service agreements 
will reflect cost efficient models of service. 


4. Metro Children’s Services staff will work collaboratively with Ministry of 
Community and Social Services staff to facilitate clear communication with 
operators regarding cost efficient service models. 


5. The 1993 budget workshops will provide and opportunity to highlight 
issues related to cost efficient delivery of services. Metro Children’s 
Services staff will provide assistance and information related to cost 
efficiency and long term viability through the regular consultation process 
with service providers. 
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Metro Children’s Services staff will work with agencies requesting new 
Purchase of Service agreements to ensure that per diem rates reflect cost 
efficient models of service delivery. 


Metro and Provincial staff will work in conjunction with local communities 
to facilitate the development of service plans that meet the specific needs 
of the community in a coordinated, efficient and rational manner. 


Metro and Ministry staff will develop a public information package that 


provides information about cost efficient program models for both new 
programmes and current service providers. 
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SERVICE COORDINATION 


"Metro should introduce a ward-based service planning process which takes into 
account parental preference and considers a broad range of service models 
including “the hub", workplace child care, private home day care etc. and 
which ensures that the planning of child care services does not occur in 
isolation from other community services" 


(1990, Comprehensive Review of Child Care). 


Metro Children’s Services is mandated to ensure that subsidized child care is 
available on an equitable basis throughout Metropolitan Toronto. The service 
plan provides the framework that ensures that planning and management 
decisions are made in a manner that increases equitable access throughout 
Metro. 


However, to make the best use of all available resources it is essential that 
Metro and the Province work in concert with local communities. There are 
many community groups with a strong interest in the development and delivery 
of child care services. By working together it becomes possible to ensure that 
both the services that are currently being provided as well as new services 
reflect the diverse needs of families and children within Metropolitan Toronto. 


In addition, there are two sectors that play a key role in the delivery of services 
to children and must be a part of the service planning process. Both Boards of 
Education and local Parks and Recreation Departments facilitate or directly 
Provide a significant number of programs for children. The potential for 
linkages among schools, parks and recreation facilities, community centres, 
parent support groups and existing child care facilities and agencies is 
tremendous. Yet on a local basis, we may find that a school is overcrowded, a 
community centre open only in the afternoons and evenings or that service 
Providers compete rather -than cooperate. Metro Children’s Services was 
mandated through the Comprehensive Review (1990) to work in partnership 
with Boards of Education to explore alternate child care Strategies for school 
age children. These partnerships must be expanded and further developed to 
increase the options available to families. 


To ensure that planning for child care does not occur in isolation from planning 
for other community services, a comprehensive approach to planning and 
development must be taken. No geographically defined area can be considered 
to exist in isolation; very few neighbourhoods can be considered so well 
defined that they can stand on their own. Not surprisingly, the few isolated 
areas that exist in Metropolitan Toronto have either very high or very low 
levels of service available. Municipally based social planning councils and city 
planning departments are aware of emerging. trends within their municipalities 
that must be considered when planning child care services. Planning for child 
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care must reflect the goals and objectives of Metro’s Social Development 
Strategy. 


It is the intent of this Service Plan to extend the service planning process to 
individual metropolitan wards and communities. 


Therefore: 


¥. 


A basic information package will be developed which will combine service, 
demographic and socio-economic information required for planning. 


Metro and the Province will collaborate together with local community 


_ Partners to determine where gaps in service exist and to determine the most 


effective response to the need within the context of the equity targets 
established through the service plan. Metro will aid in the development of 
ward and neighbourhood service plans. 


A formal communication process will be established to ensure that 
information is shared in a way that facilitates ongoing support of current 
service providers and that the development of new services reflects and is 
sensitive to community needs. 


Services will be coordinated at a local community level to increase 


responsiveness to neighbourhood need. Metro will support the development 
of local planning processes. 


Metro and the Province will promote linkages between service providers 
and the community by ensuring that the ongoing planning processes include 
meaningful participation from urban and social planning organizations, 
school boards, Children’s Aid societies, Community Information Centres 


-and other specialized services serving families and children. 


A standardized needs assessment tool will be developed to assist in 
determining how best to deliver care to those neighbourhoods that are 


relatively underserved. The needs assessment tool will provide support to 


local community groups in assessing issues such as preferred model of care, 
labour force issues and culturally driven preferences. 


An information package will be developed that clarifies the current roles 
and responsibilities of: 

Metro Children’s Services 

Ministry of Community and Social Services (Toronto Area Office) 

Boards of Education 

Parks and Recreation Departments 

Local Municipal Departments: Planning, Fire, Health and Zoning) 

Local Social Planning Councils 

Community College Early Childhood Education Departments 
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Service Providers 


Community groups 
as they relate to the planning, management and delivery of child care services 


in Metropolitan Toronto. 

8. Metro and the Province, in partnership with municipal and provincial 
education authorities will explore alternate service strategies for the provision’ 
of school age child care. 
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EQUITABLE ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES _ 


"Subsidy space ceilings and the development of new spaces should be managed 
on a ward basis by age group with specific targets and timeframes to improve 
accessibility for the most underserved children and communities." 


(Comprehensive Review, 1990, Recommendation #12). 


"Metropolitan Toronto should retain the "first come first served" placement 
policy and ensure its application within the context of established geographic 
and equity targets.” (Comprehensive Review, 1990, Recommendation #17). 


Until recently, the inability to monitor enrollment by municipality and ward of 
residence has been a major stumbling block in the service planning process. 


‘Although subsidy ceilings were always based on the distribution of children 


eligible for subsidy, operational statistics were only available on the basis of 
service delivery. The advent of CSIS (Children’s Services Information System) 
makes it possible to track utilization by both, the ward of residence and ward 
of service. . 


By "charging" a client enrollment against the ward of residence we avoid 
discriminating against workplace child care centres or against agencies who 
serve more than one metropolitan ward. Clients, on the other hand are free to 
use their subsidy allocation anywhere within Metropolitan Toronto, as long as 
the service provider has a valid "Purchase of Service” contract. (Note, that until 
a provincial "global budget approval" becomes a reality, funding stream and 
program ceilings will remain in place). 


Figures | & 2, as well as Table 3 illustrate the level of equity "achievement" for 
each metropolitan ward. The range spans from 62% under (in North Toronto) 
to 133 percent over (Downtown) the equitable subsidy ceiling. 


None of the wards even approach the age equity targets (15% Infants, 15% 
Toddlers, 45% Preschoolers and 25% schoolage) which were first established by 
the "Blueprint” Task Force in 1986. Figure 3 shows the distribution of age 
groups while Table 4 ranks metropolitan wards in terms of accessibility for the 
infant and toddler age groups. 


Another complicating factor is the provincial policy concerning the role of the 
commercial sector. In several Metro wards the commercial operations are the 
prevailing mode of service. When limited funds are available for commercial to 
non-profit conversion, consideration must be given to maintaining accessibility 
levels families who reside in wards with a high level of commercial care. 
Figure 4 presents the distribution of spaces and subsidies among the 
commercial, non-profit and public sectors. 
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Table 3. 
INEQUITABLE ACCESS TO SUBSIDIZED CHILD CARE 


By Metropolitan Ward of Residence 


Equity Used <- Over/Under -> Licensed Licensed Subs idy 

Rank Ward no: and Name Ceiling Subsidies Spaces Percent Spaces Vacancies Waiting 
1 22 North Toronto 514 193 -321 -62 510 “Yf 67 
2 9 North York Centre South 375 169 -206 -55 497 16 56 
3 23 Midtown 327 180 2147 -45 79 ee) 42 
4 19 High Park 808 467 -341 -42 853, 184 117 
5 10 North York Centre 382 230 =152 -40 611 69 80 
6 17 Scarborough Agincourt 619 394 -225 -36 507 43 130 
7 20 Trinity Niagara 732 491 -241 -33 1,085 106 147 
8 28 York Eglinton 687 (497 -190 “28439 36 128 
9 2  Lakeshore-Queensway 720 549 “171 -24 988 177 241 
10 21 Davenport 988 790 -198 -20 910 198 158 
11. 25 Don River 92 829 -163 “16 1,438 159 175 
12 26 East Toronto 818 713 =105°.. -13 1,391 (AVE Me AIS 
131 East York 975 8% -81 -8 ‘1,386 193 210 
14 3. Kingsway- Humber 453 426 -27 -6 772 125 352 
15. & Markland-Centennial:- : 473. 455 - -18 He 674 107 131 
16 8 North York Spadina 741 709 -32 “4 1,347 196 309 
17 27 York Humber 885 851 eh, 226 153 355 
18 6 North York Humber 973 952 -21 -2 984 71 271 
19 12 Seneca Heights 633 628 “5 =1 1,347 230 241 
20 14 Scarborough Wexford 520 546 26 5 720 68 179 
2t7- 45 Scarborough City Centre 935 1,026 91 10 Upere) 251 514 
22. «16 Scarborough Highland Creek 941 1,043 102 11 1,091 79 370 
23 13 Scarborough Bluffs 868 999 131 15 1,409 223 = 399 
26 7 Black Creek dece 1,493 271 22 1,596 184 539 
25. 18 Scarborough Malvern 798 1,003 205 26 908 36 412 
26 5  Rexdale-Thistletown 825 1,164 339 41 1,355 72 522 
27 =©11-~—s~Don Parkway 761 1,078 317 42 1,887 269 - 490 
28 24 Downtown 358 834 476 133 1,754 173 318 


Children's Services Division 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 
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Figure 3 
GROWING UP WAITING 


Subsidy Spaces and Children Waiting in Metro Wards 
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Figure 4 
SERVICE CHOICE ACROSS METRO 
Spaces by Auspice and Program Type 


Number of Licensed Spaces 


224 Commercial Group jx Metro Group 


MA “Non — Profit Group 
KY Metro Home 


Non— Profit Home ” /_¢ | Commercial Home 


SOURCE: Metropolitan Toronto Children's Services Information System, August 1992 


NOTE: Spaces Are Licensed Capacities of all Providers of Purchased Service 


Section III EQUITY 


"FIRST COME - FIRST SERVED" 
and the principle of 
EQUITABLE ACCESS 


The Principle of Equitable Access 


Subject to provincially approved needs test, the same relative level of access to 
subsidized child care services should be available to all children of Metropolitan 
Toronto regardless of employment status, income, family status, race, religion 
or area of residence. 


The Policy of ’First Come - First Served’ 


Eligible clients are allocated subsidy on ’first come - first served’ basis as there 
are no priorities for admission on basis of employment status, family status or - 
income. 


Provisions have been made for special needs and emergency cases; further, an 
appeal process deals with requests for priority admissions. The policy of age 
equity must also be considered in the "First Come-First Served" placements. 


The "First Come-First Served" policy has a significant impact on equitable 
access to subsidized child care. This section discusses the ramifications of the 
policy. 


The Effect of Funding Streams on "First Come-First Served" 


Provincial funding regulations necessitate the fragmentation of waiting list into 
6 separate queues (4 program areas, Employment Support Initiative and Student 
Child Care Initiative). Even before municipal subsidy ceilings are applied, a 
considerable confusion results, as subsidy appears to be granted out of turn. 
Further complications arise from the impact of clients wishing to transfer to 
different agencies, program types and funding streams. 


The addition of Jobs Ontario funding stream and the provincial guidelines on 


purchase of service from the commercial sector will result in further 
fragmentation of waiting lists to 20 streams. 
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Impact of ’First Come - First Served’ 

By 1986 it became obvious that child care subsidies were not distributed 
equitably across Metro. The "Blueprint" mandated municipal and age group 
ceilings (Tables 2 & 3,"Blueprint",1986) to be implemented over a five year 
period. By the time the Comprehensive Review was completed, municipal 
equity targets had been achieved. Due to budgetary constraints, age equity 
targets (revised in 1997 to 30% Infants & Toddlers, 45% Preschool and 25% 
Schoolage) were never attained. 


Accessibility for infants and toddlers is especially affected by the size of the 
waiting list and by the length of time it takes to access service. Unlike in late 
1980’s when a shortage of licensed infant spaces ensured that infants would be 
on top of the list, almost 30 percent of all infant spaces in purchased group 
centres are currently vacant. The proportion of subsidized infant spaces in 
purchased group declined from 7.9 percent in 1983 to 3 percent in 1992. The 
actual number of subsidized infant spaces increased from 395 in July 1983 to 
444 in 1992 (an increase of 12 percent while the total number of subsidies in 
purchased group more than tripled). Yet, over 30 percent of the waiting list is 
comprised of infants. 


It is a simple fact, that the majority of the infants on the waiting list will be at 
least toddlers, if not pre-schoolers, by the time they reach the top of the 
waiting list. Thus the size of the waiting list and the "First Come - First 
Served" combine into creating vacant infant spaces ... at a cost of $40.22 per 
space per day. 


Additional problems with the "First Come - First Served” policy include: 
* the penalization of centres with high turnover rates 
* the perceived unfairness of allocations to Metro group and Home Care 
Agencies 
* perceived lack of consistency in informing parents about their choices 
* inequities in demand and access cannot be addressed. 


Finally, the "First Come - First Served" policy has been administered on the 
basis of location of the desired service as opposed to the location of residence 
of the client. This, for example, means that it would not be possible to account 
for cross-over of clients due to factors such as work place child care and 

unavailability of licensed spaces in the municipality of residence. 


During the Comprehensive Review process a detailed analysis of services and 
clients has revealed inequitable distribution of services within the individual 
municipalities; in some cases due to successful advocacy, new initiatives and 
ongoing development the inequities were increasing at an alarming scale. 
Consequently, a recommendation that ward based planning system be 
implemented was adopted. 
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Section III EQUITY 


Equity is based on Ward of Residence 


In Metro, the subsidy is deemed to belong to individual clients; therefore it 
makes sense that child care needs and subsidy ceilings should be determined on 
the basis of area of residence. In fact, this principle has been in use since the 
first Task Force in 1980-81, although the definition of ’area of residence’ has 
varied from ’Planning Districts’ to Area Municipalities and Metro Wards. 


However, because of system constraints, the subsidy ceilings have been 
monitored according to the municipality where service is being delivered. In 
other words, a subsidized child who lives in Etobicoke is actually counted in 
Toronto if that’s where the service js being provided. In the same way, a child 
would show up on a Toronto’s master waiting list by the virtue of waiting for 
service in Toronto, regardless his/her municipality of residence. 


The move towards ward based equity would perilously affect some areas and 
service providers with a heavy concentration of workplace related placements, 
unless these enrollments are counted against the ceilings of the ward of 
residence of each client. 


CSIS, Children’s Services Information System can now routinely provide 
information on the "ward of residence” basis. Some re-programming of waiting 


lists will be required; the complexity of the programming will depend on the 
operating rules and guidelines. , 


Therefore: 


1. Equity ceilings as outlined in Table 5 be adopted, subject to periodic 
- revisions as relevant demographic data becomes available. 


2. Geographic equity based on ward of residence be attained by 1995. 

3. Age equity targets be adopted immediately for implementation by 1995. 

4. Effective immediately, all licensed infant spaces be filled in order to 
protect the diminishing supply and to improve financial viability of centres 


providing infant and toddler care. 


5. All new capital, operating and commercial conversion funding will respect 
the intent and promote the integrity of the service plan. 
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Table 5. . 
SUBSIDY CEILINGS FOR METROPOLITAN WARDS, 1992 


1. East York 1,004 
2. Lakeshore Queensway 740 
3. Kingsway - Humber 466 

- 4, Markland - Centennial 487 
5. Rexdale - Thistletown 847 
6. North York Humber 1,000 
¢. Black Creek 1,259 

8, ‘North York Spadina 763 
9. North York Centre South 387 
10. North York Centre 393 
11. Don Parkway 784 
12. Seneca Heights 650 
13. Scarborough Bluffs 895 
14. Scarborough Wexford 535 
15. Scarborough City Centre 962 
16. Scarborough Highland Creek 968 
17. Scarborough Agincourt : 636 
18. Scarborough Malvern 820 
19. High Park : 832 

20. Trinity - Niagara 753 
21. Davenport 1,019 
22. North Toronto 529 
23. Midtown 337 
24. Downtown 368 
25. Don River 1,019 
26. East Toronto | 841 
27. York Humber 910 
28. York Eglinton 107 
Notes: 


1. Ward ceilings are based on 16.95 percent of children in families with net 
annual income under $40,000 (Census of Canada, 1986). 

2. Wards ceilings assume 100 percent utilization of 20,911 spaces. 

3. Individual ceilings may be adjusted downward to account for those wards 
which currently exceed their equity ceilings. Vacant subsidies will be 
assigned to the under-served wards as they become available. 
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Section II] EQUITY 


INFORMED PARENTAL CHOICE 


Child Care is first and foremost a service to children and their families. 
Therefore it is essential that the service planning process recognizes and 
facilitates informed parental choice. 


"To serve a broader cross section of the needs of Metro’s residents with respect 
to child care, Metro should develop a plan for the provision of a wider variety 
of information, referral and advisory services." (Recommendation 18, 1990 


Comprehensive Review of Child Care) 


Within the subsidized child care system in Metropolitan Toronto, parents of 
children between the ages of 0 and 12 currently have a range of available 
service options. Parents can choose between Home Child Care and centre based 
Group Child Care. Parents are able to choose among Metro Directly Operated 
Care, Non-Profit agencies and Commercial agencies. Some parents are able to 
access Workplace Child Care. 


Continued informed parental choice is a fundamental principle of the service 
planning process. Maintaining the principle of informed parental choice in a 
climate of change presents a number of significant challenges. It is incumbent 
upon all those involved in the provision of subsidized child care ensure that 
parents receive the information required to permit a truly informed choice. 
This includes Municipal staff, Provincial staff, service providers and parents 
themselves. 


The service plan provides a number of opportunities to both reinforce and 
strengthen the principle of informed parental choice. The Client Services 
Workgroup identified a number of issues related to the principle of informed 
parental choice. Members of the workgroup were clear that not only must 
information be available for parents, it must be available in a format that is 
clear and understandable. In order to successfully enable parents to make an 
informed decision about the child care choice that best meets the needs of their 
child, the following conditions must be in place: 


1. Parents must be informed and aware of the types of child care available 
within the subsidized child care system: home child care, centre based 
child care, directly operated child care, non- “profit agency child care and 
commercial agency child care. : 


2. Parents must be kept informed of the ongoing requirements of maintaining 
their subsidized child care space. 


3. Parents must be well informed about the impact of current provincial and 
municipal policy direction on the care they choose for their child. 
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Section II EQUITY 


Parents have both a right and an obligation to be informed and to stay 
informed about the programme in which their child is involved. It is essential 
that Metro Children’s Services, the Ministry of Community and Social Services 
and service providers collaborate facilitate a free flow of current information. 


Therefore: 


h. 


The Children’s Services Division will plan and implement an outreach 
campaign to those geographic, ethno-cultural communities that are 
currently not accessing subsidized child care services. 


The Children’s Services Division will open additional "storefront" offices. 
"Storefront offices" are more visible, more accessible and less intimidating 
for clients. 


To more adequately meet the needs of clients, Children’s Services Division 
intake offices will be open more flexible hours including some evenings 
and Saturdays. 


The current option of having Children’s Service Intake staff go out into the 
community to meet with clients will be extended and expanded. 


Recognizing that service providers are a critical link in disseminating 
information to clients and potential clients, training sessions for both 
Centre and Home Child Care Supervisors will be conducted on a regular 
basis. 


To facilitate access to the subsidized child care system for those clients who 
do not speak English, standard written materials will be available in 
translation. 


A clear language policy will be adopted for all written materials. 


Within the scope of available resources, efforts will be made to lower 
client/intake worker ratios. 


To increase access to information about existing child care services, Metro 
Children’s Services will operate an information phone line: 392 - KIDS. 
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Section II EQUITY 


NOTES 


Re 


Section IV IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 


IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 
Timeframe of this Service Plan 


Service Planning is an ongoing process which results in regular updates and 
revisions of a Service Plan. The annual and long term budget processes should 
draw upon and benefit from the existence of this plan. accomplishments 
measured accordingly. Yet, it is clear that the recommended ceilings and 
targets cannot be met overnight without severe effects on clients and service 
providers. It is the intent of this plan that the required actions with respect to 
service efficiency should be generally accomplished for the 1994 budget year 
and that geographical equity and age equity targets be attained by 1995. 


Service Expansion 


The development of strategies required to implement the core principles, 
policies and recommendations contain within this plan depends on many factors. 
Perhaps the most significant is the availability and timing of adequately funded 
expansion. — 


The discrepancies in access are of such magnitude that the current subsidized 
system would have to grow to 47,000 spaces before the equity ceiling for 
Downtown would approach its current level of service. This is, obviously, 
neither a fiscally or operationally realistic expectation in the 2 - 3 year 
implementation timeframe of this plan. 


_ The only predictable source of expansion of licensed and subsidized spaces 


comes from the employment support initiatives associated with Jobs Ontario. 
Although a public announcement of 5,000 spaces has been made by the 
Minister of Skills Development, it must be understood that the realization of 
these expansion spaces is directly related to creation of jobs through Jobs 
Ontario, and that these spaces must be dedicated to the clients placed in these. 
jobs. The model which is used to determine the total number, distribution of 
eligible clients and determination of equity ceilings is applicable to Jobs Ontario 
clients with children as well. There is no theoretical basis for an expectation 
that Jobs Ontario clients with children would be distributed differently from 
the rest of the families and children meeting the existing eligibility criteria. 
Furthermore, after the Jobs Ontario program has finished and the expansion 
spaces revert to the general pool, it is will be necessary that they are accessed, 
like any other subsidy space, in an equitable manner. 


However, even with the anticipated expansion of 5,000 spaces associated with 


Jobs Ontario, at least three metropolitan wards will be significantly over their 
equity ceilings (Downtown, Don Parkway and Albion - Rexdale). 
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Section IV IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 


Geographical Equity by Ward of Residence 


Any refusal to deal with the inequitable access issues leads to reduced levels of 
service to residents of the other metropolitan wards. On the other hand, 
withdrawal of subsidies to existing clients of "over-served" wards cannot be 
justified as desirable, fair or practical. Neither should all admissions be 
stopped for a prolonged period of time. For example, in Downtown the 
admissions would have to be stopped for more than two years to let the service 
level sink to its equity allocation. Further decline in age equity as well as 
increased financial jeopardy to existing providers of infant and toddler spaces 
would be among the detrimental effects of such a strategy. 


It is therefore recommended that subsidy grants to residents of "over-served” 
wards be limited to replacement of subsidies freed up by withdrawals from 
service within the affected ward by residents of that ward. In another words, 
if a client residing in Downtown and receiving service in Downtown leaves the 
service, the resulting subsidy vacancy will be assigned to the next client on that 
ward’s waiting list, subject to the age equity targets. Conversely, in the case of 
a departing client who was receiving service in a ward other than that of which 
he/she is a resident, the resulting subsidy vacancy will be passed on to one of 
the "under-served” wards. In either case, the client who is granted the resulting 
subsidy vacancy will be able to utilize it wherever he/she wishes, according to 
the principle of informed parental choice. 


Age Equity 


The strategies associated with attaining age equity must be tailored to the 
specific conditions within each ward, including an assessment of available 
services and parental preferences and choices. Local solutions may range from 
increasing and/or re-focusing the role played by Home Child Care agencies, to 
re-licensing of existing group providers, to encouraging the development of 
new, appropriately licensed child care operations. However, each metropolitan 
ward shall have a separate waiting list for each of the major age groups ordered 
on first come served basis and access to subsidy will then be granted on the 
basis of promoting age equity. During this process it is necessary to pay 
ongoing attention to the annual cycle of changes in enrollment patterns, as well 
as the operational needs of service providers (e.g. the age profiles change 
significantly every September with the "graduation" of preschool children into 
the schoolage category). Where it is impossible to achieve age equity due to the 
unavailability of physical resources, the resulting subsidy vacancies will be used 
for other age groups within the same ward on the basis of first come - first 
served. , 
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Section ITV IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 


MONITORING AND REVIEW 


' The subsidized child care system in Metropolitan Toronto currently consists of 


almost 550 group centres, 12 Home Care Agencies with over 1,000 providers, 
15,000 families with 21,000 children in care, and another 7,000 families with 
more than 11,000 children on the waiting list. The delivery is currently 
managed according to the expected number of spaces, expected parental 
revenue, provincial and metro portion of subsidy costs and several funding 
streams. It is not a system that is easy to explain or understand. Ongoing 
attempts to rationalize and simplify the system have met with little success so 
far. 


In order to keep the community and the decision makers fully appraised of the 
progress in implementing the plan, Children’s Services will provide extensive 


" updates three times every year. These reports will be phased in such a way that 


they can form a basis for ongoing policy development, program evaluation and 
budgeting. The first report of the year (January / February) will summarize 
and evaluate the accomplishments of the previous year and set stage for the 
New Year. Second report (beginning of June) will reflect the impacts of 
current budget.decisions and provide an interim update. The third and last 
report of any year will be published in early October in order to facilitate the 
budget development and deliberations, and will, in fact, represent the 


succeeding year’s edition of the Service Plan. 


It is clear that as new data becomes available, revisions to ceilings, targets and 
procedures will be required. For example, over the next 16 months a 
significant amount of data will be released which will allow for re-examination 
of the distribution patterns of eligible children across Metropolitan Toronto. 
This may result in a revision of the geographical equity ceilings. In the same 
way, a revision in provincial client eligibility regulations may change the basis 
on which the number of potentially eligible clients has been calculated, again 
resulting in revisions to individual ward ceilings. 


WORK IN PROGRESS 


Throughout the planning process there were some subjects which could not be 
fully discussed until the basic parameters of the plan were agreed upon. 
Among these the provision of services to children with special needs and the 
issue of services in high need areas ranked highest. In both cases more 
research, analysis and consensus building must be accomplished before they can 
be integrated into the Service Plan. The Community Advisory Network and the 
various Work Groups will participate together with municipal and provincial 
staff in further work on these issues. 
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APPENDIX "A" 
WARD SERVICE PROFILES 


The following pages present a picture of services on a ward basis. The data for 
each metropolitan ward has been compiled on a single page; each page is 
divided into two separate sections. The top section, entitled "Description by 
Ward of Care’ concentrates on the services that are physically located in the 
metropolitan ward; the second section, ’Children Residing in ......... * describes 
services utilized by the children who reside in that particular ward. 


Each of the report headings is explained bellow: 


Section I. 

Operating Capacity: A sum of the licensed capacities for all agencies that have 
a purchase of service agreement with Metropolitan Toronto. For Home Child 
Care agencies the age groupings have been arbitrarily assigned on the basis of 
15% infants, 15% toddlers, 45 % preschool and 25% schoolage spaces. 


Full Fee Children: Currently information is available only for purchased group 
centres, as in the directly operated programs these clients are counted as 
subsidized at zero subsidy. Statistics on full fee clients are generated from 
weekly survey of agencies. 


Subsidized: Children: All subsidized children who receive service from a 
provider located in this ward, regardless of ward of residence. 


Vacant Licensed: Subtract full fee and subsidized children from operating 
capacity to arrive at vacancies. 


Waiting For Subsidy: Clients, regardless of ward of residence, waiting for 
subsidized care in this ward. 


Service Characteristics: Useful for better understanding of services within the 


ward. 


Section II. 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted: Geographical and Age Equity Ceiling based on the 
approved 1992 municipal budget. 


Subsidized Anywhere: Subsidy spaces utilized by children residing in this ward, 
regardless of ward of service. 


Difference....: Negative numbers indicate access level below. the equity targets, 
positive numbers above. 


Subsidized in ....: Residing and receiving service in this ward 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere: Children residing in this ward who require service 
and have been assessed as eligible for subsidy. 


Wait for Care in ......:. Residing and requiring care in the same ward. 


East York 


Description by Ward of Care 
Operating Capacity 


Full Fee Children 


Subsidized Children 


Vacant Licensed Spaces 


Waiting for Subsidy 


Service Characteristics 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution. 


Purchased Group Centres 
Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Full Fee as % of Licensed 
Subsidized % of Licensed 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 
Percent of Group Vacant 


Children Residing in East York 


Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 
¢ 
Subsidized Anywhere 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
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Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling 


Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 


Subsidized in East York 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere 


Wait for care in East York 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Children's Services 
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146 


146 


Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Pre-sch 
32 
503 


439 


ecece 


erces 


Sch-age 
15 
399 
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47 
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Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


2 Lakeshore- Queensway 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 


Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres | 26 30 70 12 24 162 
Purchased Group Centres 20 55 362 90 284 811 

Metro Private Home 2 2 7 0 4 15 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 48 87 439 102 312 988 

Age Group Distribution 4.9 8.8 44.4 10.3 31.6 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 2 8 126 33 79 248 
Age Group Distribution 0.8 By 50.8 13.3 31.9 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 24 24 72 10 17 147 
Purchased Group Centres 5 20 184 35 154 398 

Metro Private Home 3 2 4 0 9 18 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 32 46 260 45 180 563 

Age Group Distribution PTT 8.2 46.2 8.0 32.0 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 2 6 “2 2 7 15 
Purchased Group Centres 13 27 52 22 51 165 

Metro Private Home =1 0 3 0 -5 -3 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 14 33 53 24 53 177 

Age Group Distribution 7.9 18.6 29.9 13.6 29.9 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy : Metro Group Centres 40 26 24 1 2 96 
Purchased Group Centres 26 23 =U 20 39 - 160 

Metro Private Home 12 3 5 1 6 28 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 78 a2 80 22 47 ~ 284 

Age Group Distribution 27.5 18.3 28.2 ta 16.5 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 4.2 9.2 28.7 32.4 2565 25.1 
Subsidized % of Licensed ; 66.7 52.9 59.2 44.1 EY hall 57.0 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 17.9 

Percent of Group Vacant 32.6 38.8 11.6 25-5 18.8 18.5 

Children Residing in Lakeshore-Queensway Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted ; 108 108 324 <---- 180 720 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 21 17 61 10 16 125 
Purchased Group Centres 9 24 185 34 148 400 

Metro Private Home (2 2 4 0 12 20 

Purchased Private Home 0 2 2 0 0 4 

Total 32 45 252 44 176 549 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -76 °63 -28 <oer- -4 -171 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 5.8 8.2 45.9 8.0 Sant 100.0 
Subsidized in Lakeshore-Queensway 28 37 224 41 161 491 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 358 21 22 0 2 8 
Purchased Group Centres 32 28 55 22 39 180 

Metro Private Home 7 5 oe 3 2 6 21 

Purchased Private Home 0 1 1 0 0 2 

Total 74 53 81 24 47 287 
Age Group Distribution 25.8 18.5 28.2 8.4 16.4 100.0 © 

Wait for care in Lakeshore-Queensway 61 44 Cia 20 45 241 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


3 Kingsway-Humber 


acre eae he ae ie eee ae a OS SSS SS SSS eS A a a An a San Seen e eS aaee Cw cae ac aa s)snadieeaaualw a cise sacucéibemeuacceacecaceocevewue 


Description by Ward of Care . Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 


Operating Capacity _ Metro Group Centres 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Group Centres 30 60 384 80 153 Ot 
Metro Private Home 10 10 29 0 16 65 
Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 40 70 413 80 169 772 
Age Group Distribution 5.2 9.1 53.5 10.4 21.9 100.0 
Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 5 22 85 338 32 182 
Age Group Distribution 2.7 12.1 46.7 20.9 17.6 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 i) 0 0 0 07 
Purchased Group Centres 10 31 218 41 112 412 
Metro Private Home 4 8 24 0 15 51 
Purchased Private Home 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Total 14 41 242 41 127 465 
Age Group Distribution 3.0 8.8 52.0 8.8 PH hess’ 100.0 
Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Group Centres 15 7 81 1 9 113 
Metro Private Home 6 2 5 0 1 14 
Purchased Private Home 0 -2 0 0 0 =e 
Total 21 7 86 1 10 125 
Age Group Distribution 16.8 5.6 68.8 0.8 8.0 100.0 
Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Group Centres 99 76 111 31 Tt 400 
Metro Private Home 10 5 4 0 1 21 
Purchased Private Home 3 1 1 0 0 5 
Total 112 82 116 31 78 426 
Age Group Distribution 26.3 19.2 Cine Uae 18.3 100.0 
Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 12.5 31.4 20.6 47.5 18.9 23526 
Subsidized % of Licensed 35.0 58.6 58.6 Sics Taste 60.2 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 16.2 
Percent of Group Vacant 50.0 Uuere 21.1 Use 5.9 16.0 
Children Residing in Kingsway-Humber Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 68 68 204 <---- 113 453 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 1 2 10 1 2 16 
Purchased Group Centres 12 33 211 32 80 368 
Metro Private Home 3 6 14 0 9 32 
Purchased Private Home 1 3 4 0 2 10 
Total 17 44 239 33 93 426 
Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -51 -24 68 <---- -20 Lf 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 4.0 10.3 56.1 ade 21.8 100.0 
Subsidized in Kingsway-Humber 12 28 172 21 71 304 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 4 3 & 1 ) 7 pe 
Purchased Group Centres 108 84 111 32 75 417 
Metro Private Home 9 4 hte 0 4 23 
Purchased Private Home 3 0 0 0 0 3 
& ‘Total 124 91 io =: 33 79 456 
: Age Group Distribution 27.2 20.0 26.1 (x2 Vie 100.0 
Wait for care in Kingsway-Humber 83 69 94 27 73 a bye 

: Metro Children's Services : : 


Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Chitd Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


4 Markland-Centennial 
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Description by Ward of Care .oe Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch- age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 0 10 32 0 0 42 
: Purchased Group Centres 40 65 264 78 140 587 

Metro Private Home 7 7 20 0 11 45 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 Q 0 0 

Total 47 82 316 78 151 674 

Age Group Distribution 7.0 12.2 “6.9 11.6 22.4 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 13 27 93 12 51 196 
Age Group Distribution 6.6 13.8 47.4 6.1 26.0 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 10 32 0 0 42 
Purchased Group Centres 16 29 99 56 79 279 

Metro Private Home 6 16 12 0 16 50 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 22 55 143 56 95 371 

Age Group Distribution 5.9 14.8 38.5 15.1 25.6 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Group Centres 11 9 72 10 10 112 

Metro Private Home 1 -9 8 0 25 +5 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 12 0 80 10 5 107 

Age Group Distribution 11.2 0.0 74.8 9.3 4.7 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 5 1 12, 2 1 21 
Purchased Group Centres 60 33 48 10 18 172 

Metro Private Home 14 2 2 0 0 18 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 79 36 62 12 19 211 

Age Group Distribution 37.4 17.1 29.4 otf 9.0 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 27.7 32.9 29.4 15.4 33.8 29.1 
Subsidized % of Licensed 46.8 67.1 45.3 71.8 62.9 55.0 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 15.9 

Percent of Group Vacant ra) 12.0 24.3 12.8 eal 17.8 

Children Residing in Markland-Centennial Infant Toddler Pre-sch K - G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 71 71 213 <-<—~ 118 473 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 1 17 63 8 22 111 
Purchased Group Centres 13 22 116 53 90 294 

Metro Private Home 6 13 13 0. 14 46 

Purchased Private Home 2 0 1 0 1 4 

Total 22 52 193 61 127 455 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -49 “19 41 <-a 9 -18 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 4.8 11.4 42.4 13.4 27.9 ~ 100.0 
Subsidized in Markland-Centennial 16 39 110 48 82 295 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 14 11 23 5 11 65 
Purchased Group Centres 47 35 38 uy == 22 155 

Metro Private Home 11 2 1 0 1 15 

Purchased Private Home 1 1 0 0 3 5 

Total. : , 73 49 62 16 Sf, 240 

Age Group Distribution 30.4 20.4 25.8 6.7 15.4 100.0 


Wait for care in Markland-Centennial 43 21 37 9 . 19 131 
Metro Children's Services . : 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 12 50 110 24 36 52 
Purchased Group Centres 46 96 552 72 212 978 

Metro Private Home 14 14 43 0 24 95 

Purchased Private Home 8 8 22 0 12 50 

Total 80 168° 727 96 284 1,355 

Age Group Distribution 5.9 12.4 PEPE Ca 21.0 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres es 85 10 56 179 
Age Group Distribution 3.9 11.7 47.5 5.6 S125 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 12 46 113 21 32 224 
Purchased Group Centres 31 68 439 62 130 730 

Metro Private Home 7 13 49 0 23 92 

Purchased Private Home 11 15 24 0 8 58 

Total 61 142 625 83 193 1,104 

Age Group Distribution S55 12.9 56.6 7.5 Ws5 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 4 -3 3 4 8 
Purchased Group Centres 8 7 28 0 26 69 

Metro Private Home 7 1 -6 0 1 3 

Purchased Private Home -3 Uf <2 0 4 =8 

Total 12 5 17 3 35 72 

Age Group Distribution A Uoats 6.9 23.6 4.2 48.6 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 97 56 64 22 33 277 
Purchased Group Centres 92 67 96 21 51 335 

: Metro Private Home 20 4 6 1 5 37 
e : Purchased Private Home 11 6 2 2 6 28 
Total 220 133 168 46 95 677 

Age Group Distribution 32.5 19.6 24.8 6.8 14.0 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 8.8 12.5 11.7 10.4 19.7 13.2 
Subsidized % of Licensed 76.3 84.5 86.0 86.5 68.0 81.5 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed : 5-3 

Percent of Group Vacant 13.8 7.5 3.8 351 leon 6.4 

Children Residing in Rexdale-Thistletown Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 124 124 371 <---- 206 825 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 13 34 84 10 21 162 
Purchased Group Centres 28 81 492 73 167 841 

Metro Private Home 8 13 54 0) 25 100 

Purchased Private Home 15 16 24 0 6 61 

Total 64 144 654 83 219 1,164 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -60 20 366 <---- 13 339 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 5.5 12.4 56.2 7.1 18.8 100.0 
Subsidized in Rexdale-Thistletown 50 120 535 62 161 928 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 83 49 _ 48 18 22 ; 224 
Purchased Group Centres 98 57 102 24 59 348 

Metro Private Home 20 5 8 1 5 39 

Purchased Private Home 9 6 ee 2 3 23 

% Total ; 210 117 160 45 89 634 
: : ' Age Group Distribution 33a 18.5 25 5¢ all 14.0 100.0 


. Wait for care in Rexdale-Thistletown 165 101 132 39 73 D2e 
: Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


6 North York Humber 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 26 25 80 0 50 181 
Purchased Group Centres 10 55 252 108 178 603 

Metro Private Home 20 20 61 0 34 135 

Purchased Private Home 10 10 29 0 16 65 

Total 66 110 422 108 278 984 

Age Group Distribution 6.7 11.2 42.9 11.0 28.3 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres ; 7 19 23 11 1 71 
Age Group Distribution 9.9 26.8 32.4 15-9 15.5 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 26 22 77 0 47 172 
Purchased Group Centres 4 30 231 75 130 470 

Metro Private Home 25 26 59 0 23 133 

Purchased Private Home 11 13 35 0 8 67 

Total 68 91 402 75 208 842 

Age Group Distribution 7.8 10.8 47.7 8.9 24.7 100.0 

‘Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 3 3 0 3 9 
Purchased Group Centres = 6 -2 22 37 62 

Metro Private Home “5 -6 2 0 11 2 

Purchased Private Home “1 23 -6 0 8 -2 

Total ; -7 0 3 22 59 71 

Age Group Distribution “9.9 0.0 4.2 Siz0 83.1 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 78 55 64 8 15 228 
Purchased Group Centres 31 22 64 25 28 173 

Metro Private Home 13 te 6 3 10 43 

Purchased Private Home 16 8 8 1 Ve 41 

Total 138 92 142 Sz 60 485 

Age Group Distribution 28.5 19.0 29.3 7.6 12.4 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 10.6 17.3 5.5 10.2 4.0 7.2 
Subsidized % of Licensed 100.0 82.7 95.3 69.4 74.8 85.6 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed Yer 

Percent of Group Vacant 0.0 ites 0.3 20.4 Wo 9.1 
Children Residing in North York Humber Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 146 146 438 <eeee 243 973 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 16 29 62 10 30 147 
Purchased Group Centres 14 60 377 73 149 673 

Metro Private Home 16 9 24 0 4 53 

Purchased Private Home 10 16 39 0 14 79 

Total 56 114 502 83 197 952 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -90 -32 147 Goose -46 =21 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 5.9 12.0 Seat 8.7 20.7 100.0 
Subsidized in North York Humber 29 41 226 46 109 451 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres SZ 39 51 Ss 9 170 
- Purchased Group Centres 63 64 105 35 44 315 

Metro Private Home 13 10 5 2 4 38 

Purchased Private Home Ue 9 6 0 5 31 

- Total 164 122 167i (ti«CS 62 554 

Age Group Distribution 26.0 22.0 30.1 8.1 11.2 100.0 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Wait for care in North York Humber 59 56 87 27 34 271 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 16 25 64 36 55 196 
Purchased Group Centres 22 125 623 83 382 1,235 

Metro Private Home 11 11 34 0 19 75 

Purchased Private Home 14 13 41 0 22 90 

Total 63 174 762 119 478 1,596 

Age Group Distribution 3.9 10.9 47.7 7.5 29.9 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 6: 5 51 2 26 90 
Age Group Distribution 6.7 5.6 56.7 Zele 28.9 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 12 24 60 35 47 178 
Purchased Group Centres 20 89 527 90 254 980 

Metro Private Home 13 15 31 0 17 76 

Purchased Private Home 8 16 40 0 24 88 

Total 53 144 658 125 342 Ves22 

Age Group Distribution 4.0 10.9 49.8 9.5 25.9 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 4 Ae: 4 et 8 18 
Purchased Group Centres “4 31 45 “9 102 165 

Metro Private Home i -4 3 0 2 = 

Purchased Private Home 6 -3 | 0 -2 2 

Total 4 25 53 » <8 110 184 

Age Group Distribution 2.2 13.6 28.8 <4-3) = 59.8 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy . Metro Group Centres 70 32 - 43 9 19 177 
Purchased Group Centres 78 8&4 150 32 56 407 

Metro Private Home 29 12 1 eit 3 50 

Purchased Private Home 15 8 3 1 3 30 

Total 192 136 197 43 81 664 

Age Group Distribution 28.9 20.5 29.7 6.5 12.2 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 9.5 2.9 6.7 vats 5.4 5.6 
Subsidized % of Licensed 84.1 82.8 86.4 105.0 rales: 82.8 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 11.5 

Percent of Group Vacant 0.0 21.3 [a Gee 0.0 25.2 12.8 

Children Residing in Black Creek Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 183 183 550 <---- 306 1,222 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 24 28 87 36 70 245 
Purchased Group Centres 28 97 523 96 270 1,014 

Metro Private Home 24 27 60 0 26 137 

Purchased Private Home 10 14 47 0 26 97 

Total 86 166 WG 132 392 1,493 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling “97 “17 - 299 <---= 86 271 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 5.8 11.1 48.0 8.8 26.3 100.0 
Subsidized in Black Creek 42 124 523 114 299 1,102 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 95 46 57 10 25 241 
Purchased Group Centres 106 92 163 35 " 53 457 

Metro Private Home 31 9 4 2 8 57 

Purchased Private Home i> 4 2 2 6 30 

3 Total 247 150 226 49 92 785 
. Age Group Distribution 31.5 Eigse 28.8 6.2 11.7 100.0 

Wait for care in Black Creek 148 106 165 38 69 539 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


8 North York Spadina 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 10 
Purchased Group Centres 68 
Metro Private Home 3 
Purchased Private Home 2 
Total 8&3 
Age Group Distribution 6.2 
Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 14 62 112 36 112 336 
Age Group Distribution 4.2 18.5 33.3 10.7 33.3 100.0 
Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 10 12 26 U 17 72 
Purchased Group Centres 28 75 321 71 212 707 
Metro Private Home 7 3 10 0 4 24 
Purchased Private Home 1 j 7 0 3 12 
Total 46 91 364 78 236 815 
Age Group Distribution 5.6 Wer 44.7 [936 29.0 100.0 
Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 -2 -2 5 8 9 
Purchased Group Centres 26 21 150 => 1 193 
Metro Private Home -4 0 = 0 1 -4 
Purchased Private Home 1 0 -2 0 = =z 
Total ; 3 19 . 145 0 9 196 
Age Group Distribution Nited, 9.7 74.0 - 0.0 4.6 100.0 
Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres ; 16 5 11 3 5 42 
Purchased Group Centres 145 102 185 34 65 539 
Metro Private Home 10 8 3 0 2 23 
Purchased Private Home 9 1 1 0 3 14 
Total 180 116 200 37 75 618 
Age Group Distribution 29.1 18.8 32.4 6.0 12at 100.0 
Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 16.9 36.0 18.0 31.6 31.4 24.9 
Subsidized % of Licensed 55.4 52.9 58.6 68.4 66.1 60.5 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed : 14.6 
Percent of Group Vacant 33.3 Nites 24.4 0.0 2.6 15.3 
Children Residing in North York Spadina Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-°-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 111 111 334 <2--- 185 741 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 4 12 54 5 22 97 
Purchased Group Centres 15 42 249 68 177 551 
Metro Private Home 9 5 11 0 6 31 
Purchased Private Home 3 4 18 0 5 30 
Total 31 63 332 73 210 709 
Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -80 -48 71 <a 25 -32 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 4.4 8.9 46.8 10.3 29.6 100.0 
Subsidized in North York Spadina 22 40 196 53 143 454 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 13 3 16 5 8 45 
Purchased Group Centres 94 54 131 26 = bY) 366 
Metro Private Home 8 4 2 0 1 ~ 15 
Purchased Private Home 9 1 2 0 1 14 
Total 124 62 151 31 66 440 
Age Group Distribution 28.2 14.1 34.3 7.0 15.0 100.0 
Wait for care in North York Spadina ~ 82 48 107 19 49 309 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 
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Description by Ward of Care 
Operating Capacity 


Full Fee Children 


Subsidized Children 


Vacant Licensed Spaces 


Waiting for Subsidy 


Service Characteristics 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 5 


10 North York Centre 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K -G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity : Metro Group Centres 0 10 56 0 cD 91 
Purchased Group Centres 16 15 5c 131 202 516 

Metro Private Home 1 1 2 0 0 4 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 17 26 210 131 227 611 

Age Group Distribution 2.8 4.3 34.4 21.4 37.2 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 11 5 67 82 137 302 
Age Group Distribution 3.6 1.7 22.2 Chee 45.4 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 9 58 0 16 83 
Purchased Group Centres 4 9 55 35 51 154 

Metro Private Home 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 5 19 114 35 67 240 

Age Group Distribution Ze Ae, 47.5 14.6 27.9 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 1 -2 0 9 8 
Purchased Group Centres 1 1 30 14 14 60 

Metro Private Home 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1 2 29 14 23 69 

Age Group Distribution 1.4 2.9 42.0 20.3 33.3 100.0. 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres meee 2 8 3 4 19 
Purchased Group Centres 25 13 23 23 42 128 

Metro Private Home 4 3 1 1 0 9 

Purchased Private Home 2 0 1 0 74 5 

Total 33 18 33 27 48 161 

Age Group Distribution 20.5 11.2 20.5 16.8 29.8 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 64.7 19.2 31.9 62.6 60.4 49.4 
Subsidized % of Licensed 29.4 Wool 54.3 26.7 29.5 39.3 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed UUEe) 

Percent of Group Vacant 6.3 8.0 13.5 10.7 10.1 e4 

Children Residing in North York Centre Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 57 57 172 <22-- 96 382 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 0 3 20 0 6 29 
Purchased Group Centres 6 17 82 32 56 193 

Metro Private Home 2 0 2 0 1 5 

Purchased Private Home 1 0 1 0 1 3 

Total 9 20 105 32 64 230 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling 748 -37 -35 <-<=- -32 -152 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment Seo, 8.7 45.7 13.9 27.8 100.0 
Subsidized in North York Centre _ 3 7 36 26 41 113 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 0 1 2 0 0 5 
Purchased Group Centres 24 21 34 20 39 141 

Metro Private Home 5 1 0 1 0 if 

Purchased Private Home 1 0 0 0 1 

Total | 30 23) e3Oe at 39 152 

Age Group Distribution 19.7 Wet IST 13.8 Pe if 100.0 
Wait for care im North York Centre 11 if 12 16 32 80 


Metro Children's Services , 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


- | 11 Don Parkway 
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| 
Description by Ward of Care Infant ‘Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 16] | 330 80 30 30 186 
: Purchased Group Centres © 30 | 130 656 78 667 1,561 
Metro Private Home 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 21 1 24 63 0 35 140 
Total 67 181 19 108 aise 1,887 
Age Group Distribution 3.6 9.6 (42.3 Et 38.8 100.0 
Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 17 46 180 30 196 - 469 
Age Group Distribution 3.6 9.8 38.4 6.4 41.8 100.0 
Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 14 26 72 28 18 158 
Purchased Group Centres 10 54 433 42 313 852 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 22 26 51 0 7, 136 
Total 46 106 556 70 368 1,146 
Age Group Distribution 4.0 9.2 48.5 6.1 32a 100.0 
Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 2 4 8 2 12 28 
Purchased Group Centres 3 30 43 6 155 237 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home .71 “5 12 0 -2 4 
Total 4 29 63 8 165 269 
Age Group Distribution 1.5 10.8 23.4 3.0 61.3 100.0 
Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 8&3 43 43 4 12 188 
Purchased Group Centres 56 58 136 54 104 414 
Metro Private Home 10 5 2 0 3 21 
; Purchased Private Home 6 5 4 0 2 17 
Total 155 111 185 58 121 640 
Age Group Distribution 24.2 17.3 28.9 9.1 18.9 100.0 
Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 25.4 25.4 2225) 27.8 26.8 24.9 
Subsidized % of Licensed 68.7 58.6 69.6 64.8 50.3 60.7 
_ Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 14.3 
Percent of Group Vacant 10.9 21.3 6.9 7.4 24.0 15.2 
Children Residing in Don Parkway Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 114 114 343 <---- 190 761 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 11 26 66 17 12 132 
. Purchased Group Centres 18 55 397 45 291 806 
Z Metro Private Home 1 3 3 0 1 8 
Purchased Private Home 22 21 48 0 41 132 
Total 52 105 514 62 345 1,078 
Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -62 “9 233 <---- 155 317 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 4.8 9.7 GTAT 5.8 32.0 100.0 
g Subsidized in Don Parkway 33 77 413 49 286 858 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres ! = 3% 39 38 6 9 170 
Purchased Group Centres : 78 51 135 48 110 430 
fs : Metro Private Home 10 5 1 0 1 19 
Purchased Private Home 13 5 6 0 5 29 
° Total 177 100 180 54 125 648 
: Age Group Distribution 27.3 15.4 27.8 Bes 19.3 100.0 
Wait for care in Don Parkway 108 82 144 44 105 490 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 © \ 
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Description by Ward of Care ' Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 

Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 6 10 26 12 0 54 

Purchased Group Centres | 16 85 544 144 419 1,208 

Metro Private Home 5 5 16 0 9 35 

Purchased Private Home 8 8 22 0 12 50 

Total 35 108 608 156 440 1,347 

Age Group Distribution (2.6 ~—— 8.0 45.1 11.6 32.7 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 7 18 184 73 134 416 

Age Group Distribution 1.7 4.3 44.2 17.5 32.2 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 6 9 ~ 30 5 0 50 

Purchased Group Centres 9 34 272 66 181 562 

Metro Private Home 11 8 17 0 5 41 

Purchased Private Home 9 7 19 0 13 48 

Total 35 58 338 71 199 701 

Age Group Distribution 5.0 o-5 48.2 10.1 28.4 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 1 “4 7 0 : 4 

Purchased Group Centres 0 33 88 5 104 230 

Metro Private Home -6 5 =1 0 4 -6 

Purchased Private Home -1 1 3 0 -1 2 

Total -7 32 86 12 107 230 

Age Group Distribution -3.0 13-9 37.4 Dee, 46.5 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 20 7 9 1 1 40 

Purchased Group Centres 59 50 84 28 66 288 

Metro Private Home 14 0 0 0 2 16 

Purchased Private Home 8 2 3 1 5 19 

Total 101 59 96 30 7% 363 

Age Group Distribution 27.8 16.3 26.4 8.3 20.4 100.0 

Service Characteristics - Full Fee as % of Licensed ~ 20.0 16.7 - 30.3 46.8 30.5 30.9 

Subsidized % of Licensed 100.0 SESSU/ 55.6 45.5 45.2 52.0 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed Uo 

Percent of Group Vacant 0.0 35.8 14.7 (ots 24.8 18.5 

. Children Residing in Seneca Heights Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 

Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 95 95 285 €?-0-- 158 633 

Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 7 10 33 5 0 55 

Purchased Group Centres 13 40 229 63 135 480 

Metro Private Home 10 6 13 0 6 35 

Purchased Private Home 8 10 24 0 16 58 

Total 38 66 299 68 157 628 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling = -29 82 <--<= 1 =5 

Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 6.1 1025 47.6 10.8 25.0 100.0 

Subsidized in Seneca Heights 22 40 206 63 119 450 

Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 22 6 9 0 1 40 

Purchased Group Centres 55 45 re 30 54 258 

Metro Private Home 15 4 0 0 2 21 

Purchased Private Home uf 1 3 1 if 19 

Total ay 99 56 85 31 64 338 

Age Group Distribution 29.3 16.6 25.1 9.2 18.9 100.0 

Wait for care in Seneca Heights 63 SH 66 22 56 241 
Metro Children's Services : 5 


Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 10 10 32 20 15 87 
Purchased Group Centres 68 118 637 90 362 UAT 

Metro Private Home 5 4 14 0 7 30 

Purchased Private Home 0 3 9 0 5 17 

Total 83 135 692 110 389 1,409 

Age Group Distribution 5.9 9.6 49.1 7.8 27.6 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 4 7 87 4 56 158 
Age Group Distribution 2.5 4.4 55.1 2.5 35.4 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres t 11 31 13 20 82 
Purchased Group Centres 25 69 465 101 226 886 

Metro Private Home 3 4 17 0 9 33 

Purchased Private Home 0 5 12 0 10 27 

Total 35 89 525 114 265 1,028 

Age Group Distribution - 3.4 8.7 Silat 11.1 25.8 100.0 

_ Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 3 -1 1 7 “5 5 
Purchased Group Centres 39 42 85 ts 80 231 

Metro Private Home 2 0 -3 0 =2 =3 

Purchased Private Home 0 -2 -3 0 °5 -10 

Total 44 39 80 -8 68 223 

Age Group Distribution 19.7 17.5 35.9 -3.6 30.5 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 42 24 16 2 9 94 
Purchased Group Centres 133 98 138 30 79 485 

Metro Private Home 10 9 8 1 6 34 

Purchased Private Home . 7 5 4 3 4 23 

Total 192 136 166 36 98 636 

Age Group Distribution 30.2 21.4 26.1 DISif 15.4 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 4.8 aac 12.6 3.6 14.4 1iz2 
Subsidized % of Licensed 42.2 65.9 75.9 103.6 68.1 73.0 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 15.8 

Percent of Group Vacant 53.8 32.0 12.9 0.0 19.9 Wires’ 

Children Residing in Scarborough Bluffs Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 130 130 391 <-2e° 217 8&8 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 12 13 42 14 24 105 
Purchased Group Centres 29 60 419 87 200 795 

Metro Private Home 6 7 20 0 8 41 

Purchased Private Home 7 9 27 0 15 58 

Total 54 89 508 101 247 999 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -76 41 218 <---- 30 134 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 5.4 8.9 50.9 10.1 24.7 100.0 
Subsidized in Scarborough Bluffs 23 46 321 84 160 634 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 39 25 14 1 11 95 
Purchased Group Centres 116 81 110 28 73 419 

Metro Private Home ~- - 10 7 6 1 3 27 

Purchased Private Home 6 San 3 2 4 21 

Total — Ural = 118 133 32 91 562 
Age Group Distribution 30.4 21.0 23.7 EIoté 16.2 100.0 


Wait for care in Scarborough Bluffs 112 [oon 100 23 71 399 
‘Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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14 Scarborough Wexford € 

Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 0 10 42 0 0 52 
Purchased Group Centres 26 55 314 67 180 642 

Metro Private Home 2 1 5 0 2 10 

Purchased Private Home 3 3 9 0 1 16 

Total ; 31 69 370 67 183 720 

Age Group Distribution 4.3 9.6 51.4 9.3 25.4 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 2 2 $7 15 46 122 
Age Group Distribution 1.6 wa: 46.7 12.3 Seu 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 7 39 0 0 46 
Purchased Group Centres 14 40 238 41 119 452 

Metro Private Home 3 3 7 0 1 14 

Purchased Private Home 5 2 10 0 1 18 

Total 22 52 294 41 121 530 

'_ Age Group Distribution 4.2 9.8 55.5 7.7 22.8 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 3m 3 0 0 6 
Purchased Group Centres 10 13 19 11 ue 68 

Metro Private Home -1 -2 -2 0 1 “4 

Purchased Private Home <2 1 =1 0 0 4 

Total Us 15 19 11 16 68 

Age Group Distribution 10° 3™ * ee2e.4 27.9 16.2 23.5 - 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 15 12 18 10 1 56 
Purchased Group Centres 80 51 78 25 35 278 

Metro Private Home 6 3 2 0 2 13 

Purchased Private Home 5 a 3 0 5 18 

“Total 106 71 101 35 43 365 

Age Group Distribution 29.0 19.5 Clels 9.6 11.8 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 6.5 2.9 15.4 22.4 25.1 16.9 
Subsidized % of Licensed 71.0 75.4 79.5 61.2 66.1 73.6 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 9.4 

Percent of Group Vacant 38.5 24.6 6.2 16.4 8.3 1Oe 

Children Residing in Scarborough Wexford Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 78 78 234 <-ee- 130 520 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 2 4 25 4 0 35 
Purchased Group Centres 15 43 249 31 123 461 

Metro Private Home ; 5 4 8 0 3 20 

Purchased Private Home > 4 Uts 0 4 30 

Total 27 55 299 35 130 546 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -51 223 100 <--e- 0 26 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 4.9 10.1 54.8 6.4 23.8 100.0 
Subsidized in Scarborough Wexford 8 30 170 22 61 291 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 13 9 9 ‘e 0 34 
Purchased Group Centres 78 60 79 20 38 282 

Metro Private Home: 2 3 2 0 3 10 

Purchased Private Home = 5 5 4 0 4 18 

Total 1: 98 rae 94 22 45 344 

Age Group Distribution 28.5 22.4 2ie3 6.4 13.1 100.0 

Wait for care in Scarborough Wexford 51 40 46 14 24 179 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 
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Description by Ward of Care 
Operating Capacity 


Full Fee Children 


Subsidized Children 


Vacant Licensed Spaces 


Waiting for Subsidy 


Service Characteristics 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Purchased Group Centres 
Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Full Fee as % of Licensed 
Subsidized % of Licensed 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 
Percent of Group Vacant 


Children Residing in Scarborough City Centre 


Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 
Subsidized Anywhere 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 


Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling 


Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment | 


Subsidized in Scarborough City Centre 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere 


Wait for care in Scarborough City Centre 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 
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Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


16 Scarborough Highland Creek 


Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 26 40 78 12 15 171 
Purchased Group Centres 30 80 406 48 217 781 

Metro Private Home e 17 16 50 0 27 110 

Purchased Private Home 4 . 5 13 0 7 29 

Total F 77 141 547 60 266 1,091 

‘Age Group Distribution an 12.9 50.1 5.5 24.4 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 5 11 46 3 18 83 
Age Group Distribution 6.0 13.3 55.4 3.6 ra hey ¢ 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 25 39 78 10 12 164 
Purchased Group Centres 24 59 366 30 152 631 

Metro Private Home 6 22 48 0 30 106 

Purchased Private Home 2 9 11 0 6 28 

Total 57 129 503 40 200 929 

Age Group Distribution 6.1 13.9 54.1 4.3 Zed 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres lige 1 0 2 3 7 
Purchased Group Centres 1 10 -6 15 47 67 

Metro Private Home 11 -6 2 0 -3 4 

Purchased Private Home 2 “4 2 0 1 1 

Total 15 1 -2 17 48 79 

Age Group Distribution 19.0 1.3 =2eo 21.5 60.8 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 72 49 45 4 8 182 
; Purchased Group Centres 79 61 88 17 39 291 

Metro Private Home 13 8 6 3 13 44 

Purchased Private Home 8 6 6 1 5 26 

Total aos 172 124 145 25 65 543 

Age Group Distribution Saleye 22.8 26.7 4.6 12.0 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 6.5 7.8 8.4 5.0 6.8 7.6 
Subsidized % of Licensed ~ 74.0 91.5 92.0 66.7 ee 85.2 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed (far 

Percent of Group Vacant 3.6 9.2 0.0 28.3 21.6 Uf} 

Children Residing im Scarborough Highland Creek Infant Toddler Pre-sch Ka=G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 141 - 161 424 <---- 235 941 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 16 29 62 7 11 125 
Purchased Group Centres 24 89 437 30 194 774 
Metro Private Home 5 18 41 0 28 92. 

Purchased Private Home 5 12 24 0 11 52 

Total 50 148 564 37 244 1,043 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -91 7 177 Sa c=~ 9 102 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 4.8 14.2 54.1 SIRE) 23.4 100.0 
Subsidized in Scarborough Highland Creek 28 95 356 30 151 660 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 55 35 30 4 8 135 
: Purchased Group Centres 101 71 99 18 36 329 

Metro Private Home 13 7 5 Bi 11 42 

Purchased Private Home 5 5 4 1 6 21, 

Total 174 118 138 26 61 BTA 

2 Age Group Distribution 33.0 22.4 26.2 4.9 11.6 100.0 
Wait for care in Scarborough Highland Creek Wud = 85 96 20 49 370 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


® Scarborough Agincourt | 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 

Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres | 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Group Centres 12 50 204 46 120 432 

Metro Private Home 4 & 11 0 6 25 

Purchased Private Home | 8 if 23 0 12 50 

Total | 24 61 238 46 138 507 

Age Group Distribution 4.7 12.0 46.9 9.1 Clee 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 2 14 50 13 31 110 

; Age Group Distribution 1.8 12.7 45.5 11.8 28.2 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Group Centres 8 23 154 20 81 286 

Metro Private Home 4 3 8 0 10 25 

Purchased Private Home 4 6 27 0 6 43 

Total 16 32 189 20 97 354 

Age Group Distribution 4.5 9.0 53.4 5.6 27.4 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 0 0 0 ) 0 

Purchased Group Centres 2 13 0 13 8 36 

Metro Private Home 0 1 3 0 -4 0 

Purchased Private Home 4 1 -4 0 6 7 

Total 6 15 =A 13 10 43 

Age Group Distribution 14.0 34.9 =2.5 30.2 23.3 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy. Metro Group Centres 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Group Centres 65 37 50 11 33 198 

Metro Private Home 7 2 1 1 5 16 

cs ) ; Purchased Private Home 5 8 2 2 6 23 

Total 77 47 53 14 44 237 

Age Group Distribution 32.5 19.8 22.4 5.9 18.6 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Sitenced . 8.3 23.0 21.0 28.3 22.5 21.7 

Subsidized % of Licensed 66.7 52:5 79.4 43.5 70.3 69.8 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 8.5 

Percent of Group Vacant ; 16.7 26.0 0.0 28.3 6.7 8.3 

Children Residing in Scarborough Agincourt Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 

Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted = 93 93 278 <---- 155 619 

Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 0 & 14 0 0 18 

Purchased Group Centres 11 25 171 19 9% 320 

Metro Private Home 3 1 7 0 9 20 

Purchased Private Home 6 4 22 0 & 36 

Total 20 34 214 19 107 394 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -73 -59 -45 <---- -48 -225 

Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 5.1 8.6 54.3 4.8 27.2 100.0 

Subsidized in Scarborough Agincourt 10 11 88 10 56 175 

Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres _ 6 8 8 3 1 26 

Purchased Group Centres 69 4b 58 13 42 227 

Metro Private Home 9 3 1 1 6 20 

Purchased Private Home 5 9 3 1 4 22 

Total 89 64 70 18 53 295 

Age Group Distribution 30.2 Palers 2527 6.1 18.0 100.0 

Wait for care in Scarborough Agincourt 36 24 32 8 30 130 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


18 Scarborough Malvern Te eee em ee Se A 0 Ue NE Re INE Plinkit yiahk Memes Fe, 
Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G _ Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity , Metro Group Centres 6 10 44 0 23 83 

Purchased Group Centres 30 73 359 29 144 635 

| Metro Private Home 10 10 29 0 16 65 

Purchased Private Home 19 18 57 0 31 125 

Total 65 111 489 29 214 908 

Age Group Distribution 7.2 12.2 53.9 3.2 23.6 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 1 15 88 7 138 
e Age Group Distribution 0.7 10.9 63.8 5.1 19.6 100.0 
Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 6 9 39 0 11 65 
Purchased Group Centres 28 58 256 20 115 477 

Metro Private Home 3 6 27 0 27 63 

Purchased Private Home 15 19 54 0 41 129 

Total 52 92 376 20 194 734 

Age Group Distribution ed 12.5 51.2 2.7 26.4 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0. 1 5 0 12 18 
Purchased Group Centres 1 0 15 (4 (4 20 

Metro Private Home 7 4 2 0 ify 2 

Purchased Private Home 4 =i 3 0 -10 “4 

Total ; 12 4 25 2 -7 36 

Age Group Distribution LEYS! 11.1 69.4 5.6 719.4 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 35 33 45 7 22 143 
Purchased Group Centres 58 53 94 18 50 273 

Metro Private Home 8 6 7 2 7 % 

Purchased Private Home 9 9 8 5 14 45 

Total 111 101 155 32 93 497 

Age Group Distribution 22c5 20.3 31.2 6.4 Noes 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed io UESSE: 18.0 24.1 12.6 15.2 
Subsidized % of Licensed 80.0 82.9 76.9 69.0 90.7 80.8 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 4.0 

Percent of Group Vacant 2.8 ee 5.0 6.9 8.4 523 

Children Residing in Scarborough Malvern Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted ‘ 120 120 359 <---- 199 798 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 5 15 52 1 13 86 
Purchased Group Centres 36 72 383 40 181 712 

Metro Private Home 4 7 31 0 29 71 

Purchased Private Home 16 20 57 0 41 134 

Total 61 114 523 41 264 1,003 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -59 -6 205 Kocee 65 205 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 6.1 11.4 52.1 4.1 26.3 100.0 
Subsidized in Scarborough Malvern 36 68 293 17 166 580 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 42 38 52 11 22 166 
Purchased Group Centres 105 70 120 22 55 376 

Metro Private Home 8 8 9 1 8 36 

Purchased Private Home 10 9 8 5 14 y 46 

Total 166 125 190 5 Bh) 99 626 

F Age Group Distribution 26.5 20.0 30.4 6.2 15.8 100.0 
Wait for care in Scarborough Malvern 83 82 131 29 & 412 


_ Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 
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‘Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


‘ 


Description by Ward of Care : : Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 0 0 32 12 15 59 
Purchased Group Centres 20 60 340 36 306 762 

Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Private Home 6 5 16 a0 5 32 

Total 26 65 388 48 326 853 

Age Group Distribution, 3.0 7.6 45.5 5.6 38.2 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 13 10 = 110 2 98 233 
Age Group Distribution 5.6 4.3 47.2 0.9 42.1 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 0 31 6 13 50 
Purchased Group Centres 3 28 190 rd 111 349 

Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Private Home 11 10 12 0 4 37 

Total 14 38 233 23 128 436 

Age Group Distribution See 8.7 53.4 5.3 29.4 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 0 1 aC 2 9 
Purchased Group Centres 4 22 40 17 97 180 

Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Private Home °5 °5 4 0 1 =) 

Total | “1 17 45 23 100 184 

Age Group Distribution -0.5 9.2 24.5 l2s5 54.3 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 0 0 5 0 9 “1 
Purchased Group Centres 31 28 54 22 44 181 

Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 Purchased Private Home 8 0 1 0 0 9 
Total 39 28 -60 22 53 204 

Age Group Distr.ibution 19.1 ° 13.7 29.4 - 10.8 26.0 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 50.0 15.4 28.4 4.2 30.1 27.3 
Subsidized % of Licensed 53.8 58.5 60.1 47.9 39.3 Sie 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 21.6 

Percent of Group Vacant 20.0 36.7 11.0 47.9 30.8 23.0 

Children Residing in High Park Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 121 121 364 <---> 202 808 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 1 5 31 5 13 55 
Purchased Group Centres 6 34 180 20 114 354 

Metro Private Home 0 1 4 0 0 5 

Purchased Private Home 18 10 20 0 5 53 

Total 25 50 235 25 132 467 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -96 “71 - 104 <---- -70 -341 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment be P56 10.7, 50.3 5.4 28.3 100.0 
Subsidized in High Park 9 19 132 15 72 247 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 3 3 6 0 7 19 
Purchased Group Centres 63 38 67 25 34 230 

Metro Private Home 5 0 1 0 0 4 

Purchased Private Home 11 3 5 0 0 2 16 

; Total 80 44 74 25 43 269 
2 ; ; Age Group Distribution - 29.7 16.4 27.5 9.3 16.0 100.0 
= Wait for care in High Park 18 te 39 17 30 iz, 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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Description by Ward of Care . Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 0 10 48 0 25 8&3 
Purchased Group Centres 36 95 410 118 272 931 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 11 ~ 40 3S 0 17 71 
Total 47 115 491 118 314 1,085 
Age Group Distribution 4.3 10.6 45.3 10.9 28.9 100.0 
Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 1S). 19 150 59 87 328 
Age Group Distribution 4.0 5.8 45.7 18.0 26.5 100.0 
Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 7 45 0 18 70 
Purchased Group Centres 15 51 267 35 141 509 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 Q i) 0 
Purchased Private Home 22 14 26 0 10 72 
Total 37 72 338 55 169 651 
Age Group Distribution 5.7 11.1 51.9 5.4 26.0 100.0 
Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres . 0 ; 3 eS 0 7 13 
Purchased Group Centres 8 25 “7 24 44 94 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home = -4 7 0 7 -1 
Total -3 24 3 24 58 106 
Age Group Distribution -2.8 22.6 2.8 22.6 54.7 100.0 
Waiting for Subs idy Metro Group Centres 4 3 10 1 3 21 
Purchased Group Centres 96 7% 79 16 18 288 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 8 7 1 2 3 21 
Total 108 Bh 90 19 24 330 
Age Group Distribution ie 3227, 25.5 ees 5.8 Us 100.0 
Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 27.7 16.5 30.5 50.0 27.7 30.2 
Subsidized % of Licensed 78.7 - 62.6 68.8 29.7 53.8 60.0 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 9.8 
Percent of Group Vacant 2ene oll 0.0 20.3 ligee 10.6 
Children Residing in Trinity-Niagara Infant Toddler  Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 110 110 329 <<< 183 732 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 1 1 22 2 9 35 
Purchased Group Centres 9 44 221 23 114 411 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 11 8 15 0 11 45 
Total 21 53 258 25 134 491 
Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -89 -57 -46 <---- “49 7241 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment | 4,3 10.8 S255 5.1 27.3 100.0 
Subsidized in Trinity-Niagara 11 26 160 14 76 287 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 3 1 
Purchased Group Centres 63 44 76 11 18 PANTS 
Metro Private Home 0 Q 
Purchased Private Home 9 1 
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Total le) 47 88 13 25 254 
Age Group Distribution _ 29.5 18.5 34.6 Droid 9.8 100.0 


Wait for care in Trinity-Niagara LY/ 34 50 10 13 147 
Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Davenport 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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Description by Ward of Care 
Operating Capacity 


Full Fee Children 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Purchased Group Centres 


’ Age Group Distribution 


Subsidized Children 


Vacant Licensed Spaces 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 


_ Purchased Group Centres 


Waiting for Subsidy 


Service Characteristics 


Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total r 
Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Full Fee as % of Licensed 
Subsidized % of Licensed 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 
Percent of Group Vacant 


Children Residing in Davenport 


Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 


Subsidized Anywhere 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 


Metro Private Home 


Purchased Private Home 


Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling 


Subsidized in Davenport 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere 


Wait for care in Davenport 


Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Children's Services 


Toddler 
0 


ececee 


Toddler 
148 


33 


Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Pre-sch 
24 
279 


Pre-sch 


445 


coecee 


ecece 


Sch-age Total 
24 60 
262 695 
0 : 0 

38 155 
324 910 
35.6 100.0 
27 65 
41.5 100.0 
20 48 
153 450 
1 3 

21 146 
195 647 
30.1 100.0 
4 12 

82 180 
| -3 
17 9 
102 198 
51.5 100.0 
4 11 

35 203 

1 ( 

4 51 

44 267 
1625 100.0 
8.3 7.1 
60.2 Talay 
21.8 

5051 25.4 
Sch-age Total 
247 _ 988 
22 TAC 
159 572 
1 5 

24 136 
206 790 
-41 -198 
26.1 100.0 
124 398 
5 30 
42 310 
0 2 

4 44 

51 386 
VE 100.0 
26 158 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


22 North Toronto 


Description by Ward of Care ; Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres | 0 10 52 12 0 54 
Purchased Group Centres 10 30 162 48 206 456 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 10 — 40 19% 60 206 510 
Age Group Distribution 2.0 7.8 38.0 11.8 40.4 100.0 
Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 8 24 104 32 113 281 
Age Group Distribution 2.8 8.5 37.0 11.4 40.2 100.0 
Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 8 39 2 0 49 
Purchased Group Centres 1 6 52 16 68 143 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 1 14 91 18 68 192 
Age Group Distribution 0.5 Upee) 47.4 9.4 35.4 100.0 
Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 0 2 -7 10 0 5 
Purchased Group Centres 1 0 6 0 25 32 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total. 1 2 -4 10 25 37 
Age Group Distribution Cal. 5.4 = 257 27.0 67.6 100.0 
Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 3 6 4 3 1 17 
Purchased Group Centres 33 12 15 6 16 85 . 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 36 18 19 9 17 
Age Group Distribution 3265 17.6 18.6 8.8 16.7 
Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 80.0 60.0 53.6 53.3 54.9 SRIGU 
Subsidized % of Licensed 10.0 35.0 46.9 30.0 33.0 37.6 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed : ies 
Percent of Group Vacant ; 10.0 5.0 0.0 16.7 Ble Thos! 
Children Residing in North Toronto Infant Toddler Pre-sch K -G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted : 77 TA 231 <eer- 129 514 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 2 6 23 0 2 33 
Purchased Group Centres 1 18 67 13 55 154 
Metro Private Home 1 0 2 0 0 3 
Purchased Private Home 0 2 1 0 0 3 
Total & 26 93 13 57 193 
Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -73 -51 -125 <o--- -72 -321 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 2.1 13.5 48.2 6.7 29.5 100.0 
Subsidized in North Toronto 1 V1 57 9 42 120 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 4 6 4 3 1 18 
Purchased Group Centres 26 13 26 9 13 91 
Metro Private Home 1 0 0 0 1 2 
Purchased Private Home 1 2 0 0 0 3 
Total ; 32 21 30 12 15 114 
; Age Group Distribution 28.1 18.4 26.3 10.5 oe 100.0 
Wait for care in North Toronto 18 10 15 9 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards | 


z as of August 20.1992 


Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K -G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 0 10 40 24 50 124 
Purchased Group Centres 10 55 294 55 237 651 

Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Private Home 4 1 10 0 4 19 

Total 14 66 344 79 291 794 

Age Group Distribution 1.8 8.3 43.3 9.9 36.6 100.0 

Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 1 5 130 32 123 291 
Age Group Distribution 0.3 1.7 44.7 11.0 42.3 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 0 8 45 24 36 113 
: Purchased Group Centres 11 32 143 21 89 296 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Private Home 4 3 7 0 5 19 

Total 15 43 195 45 130 428 

Age Group Distribution 3.5 10.0 45.6 10.5 30.4 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces © Metro Group Centres 0 2 “5 0 14 11 
Purchased Group Centres =2 18 21 2 25 64 

Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Purchased Private Home 0 -2 3 0 -1 0 

Total -2 18 19 2 38 75 

Age Group Distribution =2.7 24.0 25.3 2.7 50.7 100.0 

Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 4 7 7 3 10 31 
Purchased Group Centres 37 24 19 if 10 98 

Metro Private Home a 0 “0 0 0 0 0 

: Purchased Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 

| £ Total : 41 31 26 10 20 129 
Age Group Distribution 31.8 24.0 20.2 7.8 1525 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 7.1 7.6 37.8 40.5 42.3 36.6 
Subsidized % of Licensed 107.1 65.2 56.7 57.0 44.7 53.9 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 9.4 

Percent of Group Vacant 0.0 30.8 4.8 22D 13.6 957; 

Children Residing in Midtown Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 49 49 147 <---- 82 327 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 0 3 11 0 2 16 
Purchased Group Centres 10 21 60 13 48 152 

Metro Private Home 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Purchased Private Home 5 1 4 0 1 11 

Total 15 26 ie) 13 51 180 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -34 -23 -59 f€oeee - 31 -147 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment ; 8.3 14.4 41.7 7.2 28.3 100.0 
Subsidized in Midtown 6 12 40 8 27 93 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 4 2 1 0 0 7 
Purchased Group Centres 52 15 17 6 14 105 

Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Purchased Private Home 2 1 0 0 0) 3 

Total 58 18 18 6 14 116 

2 Age Group Distribution 50.0 15.5 15.5 52" zie 180.0 
_ =" Wait for care in Midtown 14 9 8 4 7 42 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 
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Description by Ward of Care 
Operating Capacity 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 


Total 


. Age Group Distribution 


Full Fee Children 


Subsidized Children 


Vacant Licensed Spaces” 


Waiting for Subsidy 


Service Characteristics 


Purchased Group Centres 
Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Full Fee as % of Licensed 
Subsidized % of Licensed 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 
Percent of Group Vacant 


Children Residing in Downtown 


Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 
Subsidized Anywhere 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 


Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling 


Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 


Subsidized in Downtown 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere 


‘Wait for care in Downtown 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Children's Services 


. Special Projects and Planning Unit 
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Description by Ward of Care 
Operating Capacity 


Full Fee Children 


Subsidized Children 


Vacant Licensed Spaces 


Waiting for Subsidy 


Service Characteristics 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total : 

Age Group Distribution 


Purchased Group Centres 
Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Full Fee as % of Licensed 
Subsidized % of Licensed 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 
Percent of Group Vacant 


Children Residing in Don River 


Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 


Subsidized Anywhere 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 


ewrerecrerecereececececscesececcs 


Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling 


Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 


Subsidized in Don River 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere 


Wait for care in Don River 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Children's Services 
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Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 
as of August 20.1992 


26 East Toronto 


Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 20 20 96 12 45 193 
Purchased Group Centres 20 25 401 62 — 481 989 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 31 31 9 0 52 209 
Total ig 76 592 7% 578 1,391 
Age Group Distribution 5.1 5.5 42.6 5.3 41.6 100.0 
Full Fee Children Purchased Group Centres 11 8 125 35 V77 356 
Age Group Distribution 3.1 2.2 35.1 9.8 49.7 100.0 
Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 15 22 97 5 29 168 
Purchased Group Centres 11 19 246 16 177 469 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 30 32 76 0 48 186 
Total 56 73 419 21 «254 823 
Age Group Distribution 6.8 8.9 50.9 2.6 30.9 100.0 
Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 5 -2 -1 7 16 25 
Purchased Group Centres ¥4 -2 30 11 127 164 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 1 1 19 0 4 23 
Total 4 -5 48 18 1677 zie 
Age Group Distribution 1.9 "2.4 22.6 8.5 69.3 100.0 
Waiting for Subsidy Metro Group Centres 58 3205 27 3 7 134 
Purchased Group Centres 42 27 51 21 37 178° 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 16 13 7 0 5 43 
Total 116 72 85 24 49 Seb) e 
Age Group Distribution 32.7 20.3 23.9 6.8 13.8 100.0 
Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 15.5 10.5 21.1 47.3 30.6 25.6 
Subsidized % of Licensed 78.9 96.1 70.8 28.4 43.9 59.2 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 15.2 
Percent of Group Vacant 7.5 0.0 5.8 24.3 27.2 16.0 
Children Residing in East Toronto Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted , = 123 123 368 <---- 204 818 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 4 17 79 3 3% 137 
Purchased Group Centres 18 30 202 18 160 428 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 18 22 62 0 46 148 
Total 40 69 343 21 240 713 
Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -83 254 “4 <2--- 36 ae -105 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 5.6 9.7 48.1 2.9 S307 100.0 
Subsidized in East Toronto 21 42 241 16 164 484 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere — Metro Group Centres 24 20 22 2 4 le) 
Purchased Group Centres 45 37 41 20 41 184 
Metro Private Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Purchased Private Home 13 13 4 1 4 37 
Total ; 82 70 67 23 . 49 296 
Age Group Distribution Oat, 23.6 22.6 eo 16.6 100.0 
Wait for care in East Toronto 55 46 51 17 41 214 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 


Pee York Humber 
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Description by Ward of Care Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Operating Capacity Metro Group Centres 16 15 48 24 30 133 
Purchased Group Centres 52 130 508 62 154 906 

Metro Private Home 7 7 20 0 1 45 

Purchased Private Home 20 21 73 0 26 140 

K Total 9 173 649 & 221 1,224 

Age Group Distribution 7.8 14.1 53.0 7.0 18.1 100.0 

Full Fee Children ’ Purchased Group Centres 4 11 15 2 5 37 
Age Group Distribution 10.8 29.7 40.5 5.4 13.5 100.0 

Subsidized Children Metro Group Centres 15 14 41 22 25 117 
Purchased Group Centres 19 76 486 47 107 735 

Metro Private Home 6 5 25 0 7 43 

Purchased Private Home 26 20 62 0 31 139 

Total 66 115 614 69 170 1,034 

Age Group Distribution s 6.4 11.1 59.4 6.7 16.4 100.0 

Vacant Licensed Spaces Metro Group Centres 1 1 7 42 5 16 
Purchased Group Centres 29 43 up 13 42 134 

Metro Private Home 1 2 5 0 4 2 

Purchased Private Home -6 1 11 0 -5 1 

Total : 25 47 20 15 46 153 

Age Group Distribution 16.3 30.7 13.1 9.8 30.1 100.0 

“Waiting for Subsidy _ Metro Group Centres 24 7 10 2 10 58 
; Purchased Group Centres 129 121 123 28 50 461 
Metro Private Home 10 4 5 0 5 22 

Purchased Private Home 16 10 7 0 2 36 

2) Total 179 142 143 30 67 577 
Age Group Distribution 31.0 24.6 24.8 Sire 11.6 100.0 

Service Characteristics Full Fee as % of Licensed 4.2 6.4 255 2.3 2.3 3.0 
Subsidized % of Licensed 69.5 66.5 94.6 80.2 76.9 84.5 

Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 12.5 

Percent of Group Vacant 44.1 50:5 2.5 17.4 25.5 14.4 

Children Residing in York Humber 3 Infant Toddler Pre-sch K-G Sch-age Total 
Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 133 133 398 <---- 221 885 
Subsidized Anywhere Metro Group Centres 13 15 54 17 23 122 
_ Purchased Group Centres 16 50 367 35 101 569 

Metro Private Home 6 9 19 0 11 45 

Purchased Private Home 23 19 51 0 22 115 

Total 58 93 491 52 157 851 

Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling -75 40 145 €ecee -64 -34 
Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 6.8 10.9 57.7 6.1 18.4 100.0 
Subsidized in York Humber 44 64 368 bh 99 619 
Wait for Subsidy Anywhere Metro Group Centres 29 11 12 2 14 72 
Purchased Group Centres 97 89 113 26 45 382 

Metro Private Home 12 4 2 0 3 21 

Purchased Private Home 18 11 6 1 -2 38 

Total 156 115 133 29 64 SS 

Age Group Distribution . 30.4 22.4 23.9 Det 22 100.0 
Wait for care in York Humber 96 86 94 18 49 355 


Metro Children's Services 
Special Projects and Planning Unit 


28 


York Eglinton 


Child Care Services in Metropolitan Wards 


as of August 20.1992 
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Description by Ward of Care 
Operating Capacity 


Full Fee Children 


Subsidized Children 


Vacant Licensed Spaces 


Waiting for Subsidy 


Service Characteristics 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Purchased Group Centres 
Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 


Full Fee as % of Licensed 
Subsidized % of Licensed 
Vacant Spaces % of Licensed 
Percent of Group Vacant 


Children Residing in York Eglinton 


Subsidy Ceiling - Budgeted 
Subsidized Anywhere 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 


Difference between Current Enrolment and Equity Ceiling 


Age Group Distribution of Current Enrolment 


Subsidized in York Eglinton 


Wait for Subsidy Anywhere 


Wait for care in York Eglinton 


Metro Group Centres 
Purchased Group Centres 
Metro Private Home 
Purchased Private Home 
Total 

Age Group Distribution 
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APPENDIX “B” 
May 5. 1992 


BACKGROUND. 


* 


Joint Independent Review of Costs of Subsidized Child Care within 
Metropolitan Toronto confirmed a variance between the actual costs and the 
current level of governmental funding. 


although the identified gap in funding was not addressed through increased 
level of subsidy approval, agreement was reached for a joint service 


‘planning approach to be developed to guide service delivery within available 


resources and to establish respective levels of funding responsibility of 
Metro and the Ministry. ; 


the design and development of a service planning approach for child care 
with Metropolitan Toronto will take place at the same time as Metro 
implements a shortfall management strategy which includes service cuts and 
fee increases. At the same time the Ministry is conducting a broad 
consultation on Child Care Reform. 


the joint service planning project will also take place at the same time as the 
Ministry is proceeding with the implementation of its announced commercial 
conversion initiative. 


the joint service planning project will build on/refine and improve the 
history of planning for child care within Metro Toronto evidenced by the 
original Day Care Planning Task Force (1981), the Blueprint for Child Care 
(1987) and the Comprehensive Review of Child Care, Face of the Future 
(1989). 


the conceptual framework and development process was originally prescribed 
in the 1979 Ministry policy paper "Funding Children’s Services in the 


_1980’s" Service Planning in child care and was pilot tested in Metro and 


Ottawa Carleton in 198]. 


WHAT IS A SERVICE PLAN? 


s 


s 


service plan is one of the products of a service planning process. 


service plan is a planning document that will form the basis for budget 
allocation decisions with a view to improving the effectiveness of meeting 
specific service objectives. 

service plan is an agreement (in this case between the Province and the 
municipality) to provide certain types and levels of service to certain client 
groups for specified levels of funding. 


service plan is also an agreement that certain initiatives will be undertaken 
to increase the service and cost effectiveness and efficiency of the provision 
of this service. 


service plan is not a tool for the development of policy; rather it is a 
blueprint for the implementation of policies currently adopted by municipal 
and provincial governments. 


service plan is not a magic solution to the current funding problems of the 
system. In this climate, it is a framework for decision making which 
commits the funders to a certain level of expenditure while confirming the 
rules/principles which will guide service cuts to match the level of available 
resources. i 


- service plan is an action plan or implementation plan for change. 


service plan is a multi-year guide to program and community development. 


WHAT IS THE SERVICE PLANNING PROCESS? 


2 


service planning process is an overall funding approach which consists of a 
number of key elements including: 


1. setting service and financial objectives 


2. developing a framework for planning ( i.e a common 
understanding of the parameters of planning) and allocation of 
resources 


3. developing an information system/data base employing agreed 
upon units and descriptions of service and capturing service 
needs, demands, service capabilities and costs. 


, 


4. negotiating mutually acceptable service philosophy, beliefs, 
principles and policies to guide the planning and decision 
making processes. 


5.91 establishment of mutually agreeable priorities as to what will be 
changed 


6. establishment of a planning timeframe and schedule 


ne developing the capacity to monitor and evaluate implementation 
of the plan 


service planning is a process of matching needs with available resources 
prior to the commencement of a fiscal year; ideally the service plan 
encompasses service targets and funding commitments beyond the current 
year. 


service planning is a flexible and ongoing process that allows for recognition 
of issues and opportunities as they emerge in the environment and allows 
responsive alterations in intended direction as a result. 


service planning is a co-operative process which is strengthened and 
improved by community input and participation including consumers, 
providers and service advocates as well as local planning authorities and 
agencies. 


CONTEXT: 


* 


* 


within a financial restraint environment (deficit, shortfalls and service cuts). 


within a reform environment, an environment of impending restructuring 
and change (e.g. Child Care Reform, Disentanglement). 


within the overlapping policy framework of both the municipal and 
provincial government (e.g. Metro Strategic Plan, and Social Development 
Strategy and Comprehensive Review; Provincial commercial conversion, 
moratorium of growth of municipal child care etc.). 


within an environment of competing social and human service priorities (e.g. 
social assistance legislative reform, long term care reform, creation of 
OTAB, etc.). ; 


within the context of growing pressures for improved ethno-racial access to 
service and elimination of cultural barriers to service. 


SCOPE: 


2 


in 1992 only an interim plan can be designed; developed and implemented 
since real service planning should occur in advance of the beginning of the 
funding year. Significant time will be spent in 1992 on the design and 
development of a process. 

by 1993 a more complete and inclusive service planning process can be in 
place and a more comprehensive service plan for 1993 can be developed; it 
is expected that this process will feed into the provinicial Child Care 
Management Plan initiative. 


in the initial year(s) the scope of the plan will be limited primarily to the 
regulated child care sector within Metro with the possibility of addressing 
interface areas with other service to children and the informal child care 
sector in future years. 


the evolution of the service planning process will be greatly influenced by 
the outcome of both the disentanglement discussions and the child care 
reform consultations which will decide future planning funding and _service 
management responsibility for child care. 


most effort and attention will be focused on short-term service planning 
(1-2 years) pending the outcome of the above mentioned processes. 


1992 SERVICE PLAN CHALLENGES: 


1. minimize the impact of funding shortfalls: 


minimize disruption to parents due to increased user fees 
minimize impact on centres due to increased user fees 
planned reduction of spaces 

underfunding of -actual costs for service providers 


2. respect the policy intent of the commercial conversion initiative 


minimize service disruption 

ameliorate the adverse affect on affected operators to the extent 
possible 

control associated costs while preserving service quality 

protect equity of service access 

ensure subsidy growth occurs in the non-profit sector only 


3. integrate a divested DOCCS (directly operated child care service) in to the 


child care system as an equal (not preferred) player 


gga 


4. 


a 


utilize whatever expansion opportunity may be contained in Provincial 
Budget | 
integrate service plan with Metro mandated ethno-racial access strategy into 
service plan for child care | 


include consideration of all direct and indirect funding of child care system 
in order to cree most cost-efficient service plan and linkages. This shall 
include: 


| 

- other Metro funding e.g. summer camps, developmental grants etc. 

- local municipal funding through Parks and Recreation 

- School Board funding through subsidies and in kind services (roped 
and occupancy costs) 

- private sector and employer funded child care services (e.g. workplace 
child care) 

- administration costs (municipal management costs including planning and 
research as well as provincial management costs) 


PROJECT ACTION PLAN: 


Project Structure: 


project team consisting of Metro and Ministry staff with a combination of 
financial, program and planning expertise co-chaired by Metro and the 
Ministry and reporting through the respective organizational and political 
structures of the Ministry and Metro. 


community advisory/reference group including representatives from local 
planning departments and social planning agencies, consumers, service 
providers and community advocacy groups. 


Workplan: 


.: 


secure organizational and political approval for the conceptual description 
of the service planning model proposed, the intended scope and the 
proposed project structure, workplan and schedule. (during this process 
invite community reaction and secure community support of the proposed 
approach). 


identify and assemble the community advisory/reference group. 
establish the planning framework - confirming the principles and policies, 


the financial resources available, and negotiating mutually acceptable 
priorities. 


4. collect and analyze data related to current levels and distribution of service, 
service need, demand, capability and cost. 


5. develop resource allocation process: 
- establish allocation principles 
- develop a transition plan for any necessary reallocation 


of resources 


6. develop evaluation tools (indicators) and monitoring process: 


how is compliance with plan measured 
what indicators are meaningful 

what deviations are acceptable 

how are stakeholders kept informed 


7. secure political approval for the draft service plan (another opportunity for 
full community response): 


- ascertain how much power rests with the system 
managers to take corrective action 
- at what point is Council and provincial consent required 


8. implement the plan/ monitor and evaluate on ongoing basis: 


- ensure opportunity for consumer, provider .and community 
reaction 


Work Schedule: 


Steps I - 3 - by June 1992 

Steps 4 - 6 - during July and August 1992 

Step 7 - September 1992 

Step 8 - by December 1992 implementation in process 
Full implementation for the 1993 calendar year. 


APPENDIX "°C 


JUNE 3, 1992 
SERVICE PLANNING 


TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR 
THE COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK 
AND THE ISSUE SPECIFIC WORK GROUPS 


SERVICE PLANNING BACKGROUND: 


= 


Joint Independent Review of Costs of Subsidized Child Care within 
Metropolitan Toronto confirmed a variance between the actual costs of 
providing care and the current level of government funding. 


although the identified gap in funding was not addressed through an 


increased level of subsidy approval, agreement was reached for a joint 
service planning approach to be developed to guide service delivery within 
available resources and to establish respective levels of funding 
responsibility of Metro and the Province. 


the design and development of a service planning approach for child care 
within Metropolitan Toronto will take place at the same time that Metro 
implements a shortfall management strategy which includes service cuts and 
fee increases. At the same time the MODIS is conducting a broad 


‘consultation on Child Care Reform. 


the joint service planning project will build on/refine and improve the 
history of planning for child care within Metro Toronto evidenced by the 
original Day Care Planning Task Force (1891), the Blueprint for Child Care 


(1987) and the Comprehensive review of Child Care, Face of the Future 


(1989). 


the conceptual framework and development process was originally 
prescribed in the 1979 Ministry policy paper "Funding Children’s Services 
in the 1980’s" Service Planning in child care and was pilot tested in Metro 
and Ottawa Carleton in 1981. 


GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR SERVICE PLANNING: 


INTRODUCTION: 


Developing a Service Plan for the planning, management and delivery of child 
care services in Metro Toronto is a challenging process that requires the 
cooperation of all levels of government as well as the community in its entirety. 


The Service Plan must be founded on a set of guiding. principles that reflect the - 
direction of both Metro Council and the Provincial Government. The 
principles outlined below are adopted from the 1990 Metro Comprehensive 
Review of Child Care Report FACE OF THE FUTURE and reflect the 
principles outlined in Child Care Reform in Ontario: SETTING THE STAGE, 
the provincial consultation document. 


It is recognized that efficient and rational utilization of scarce resources will 
provide stability and continuity for service providers and service consumers. 


PRINCIPLES: 


i 


Child Care is first and foremost a service to children which also provides 
support to families and the community as a whole. 


Quality being the cornerstone of Metropolitan Toronto’s child care system, 
the Municipality should continue to champion high standards and 
programming. 


To improve the accessibility of child care, particularly for those age groups 
and communities which are underserved, Metro should take an active role 
in supporting the development of new spaces. 


In recognition of the diversity of ethno-cultural backgrounds and the 
variety of languages used by the client group served, Metro should work 
with the child care community to make the services provided more 
sensitive to the needs of the children and families served. 


Metro should introduce. a ward based service planning process that takes 
into account parental preference and considers a broad range of service 
models including the "hub", workplace child care, home child care etc and 
which ensures that the planning of child care services does not occur in 
isolation from other community services. Subsidy space ceilings should be 
managed on a local basis by age group with specific targets and time 
frames to improve accessibility for the most underserved children and 
communities. Subsidy space ceilings will be managed within the context of 
new and on-going initiatives. 


Metropolitan Toronto should retain the "first come, first served" placement 
policy and should apply it in conjunction with the geographic and age 
equity targets established. 


The child care system must be planned and managed to ensure that all 
families have access to licenced, quality care regardless of family income. 


8. The Service Plan must be developed and managed within currently 
available resources. Ongoing issues related to affordability and funding 
will be addressed through the Child Care Reform reform process as well as 
through ongoing discussions between the Municipality and the Province. 


PROJECT STRUCTURE: 
1. Project Team 


There will be a project team consisting of Metro and Ministry staff with a 
combination of financial, program and planning expertise co-chaired by Metro 
and the Ministry and reporting through the respective organizational and 
political structures of the Ministry and Metro. 


2. Community Advisory Network: 


The Community Advisory Network will include representatives from local 
planning departments, social planning agencies,the day Care Advisory 
Committee, school boards, multicultural groups, the Metro Coalition for Better 
Child Care, the Association of Early Childhood Educators, the Association of 
Day Care Operators of Ontario, the Home Day Care Association, Community 
Information Centres, consumers of child care services, Le Reseau Ontario des 
services de garde Francophone, and others as required. 


3. Issue Specific Work Groups: 


The membership of Issue Specific Work groups will consist of individuals from 
community and local organizations as well as Metro and Provincial staff who 
have expertise or a particular interest in the topic of discussion. At least one 
member of the Community Advisory Network will participate in the work of 
each issue specific focus group. 


ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES: 
ROLE of MEMBERS of the COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK ‘ 


* to act in an advisory capacity to the Project Team on behalf of the 
community you represent 

* to act as a conduit to and from the reference group 

* to assist in the identification of discussion items for the issue specific 
“work groups 

* to participate in the work of an issue specific group 


COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK WORKPLAN 


1. review Service Planning Process 

2. identify discussion items for work groups 

3. assist in developing work group membership July 7, 1992 
4. participation in issue specific work groups July & August 
be 


bring forward the recommendations of the 
issues specific work groups to the Project 
Team and the Community Advisory Network August 18, 1992 


6. discuss draft service plan 

7. facilitate discussion within agency, September 1, 1992 
organization or peer group about draft service Report back to 
plan outline : Project Team by 

8. review final draft prior to beginning of the September 9, 1992 


political approval process 


ROLE OF ISSUE SPECIFIC WORK GROUPS 
* to discuss and identify strategies related to specific issues (e.g. serving 
the older school age child) 
to develop written recommendations 
to report back to the Community Advisory Network 


ISSUE SPECIFIC WORK GROUP WORKPLAN 


1. research current policies and practice related July 1992 

to the issue 
2. develop written recommendations for the August 1992 
Community Advisory Network. , 
3. report back to the Community Advisory August 18, 1992 


Network. 
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| | 
ADCO - Metro Representative 
AECEO 

Catholic Children’s Aid Society 
Children’s Aid Society 
Community Information Centre 


Community Reference Group 


Day Care Advisory 


Jewish Children’s Aid Society 
Metro Coalition for Better Child Care 
2) Metro Home Child Care Association 


Reseau ontarien des services de garde 
francophones 


Social Planning Council 


Ministry of Community and Social Services 
Area Office: 


Metro Children’s Services 


| LIST OF INVITEES 


Veronica Roynon 
Barbara Elliot 
Colin Maloney 
Bruce Rivers 
Paula DeRonde 
Vasco Cabral 
Amina Bhaloo 
Judith Levkoe 
Chery! West 
Gordon Wolfe 
Zeenet Janmohamed . 


Betty Kashima 


Clarie P. McCullough 


Linda Hussey 


Karen Glass 
Karen Meehan 


Sue Hunter 
Rick Powers 
Petr Varmuza 


APPENDIX "D(i)" 


Community Advisory Network 


Participants 
| 


Child Care Coalition of Metro 
Toronto 


Children’s Aid Society Of Metro 
City of Toronto Planning Dept. 
Community Information Centre 
Community Reference Group 


Day Care Advisory Committee 


Day Care Connection/Home Child Care 
Association of Metro Toronto 


East York Community Development Council - 


Family Day Care Sérvices 
George Brown College 


Human Services of Scarborough 


Jewish Family and Child Service 
Metro Separate School Board 


Metro Toronto Association for 
Community Living 


Reseau ontarien des services 
de garde francophones 


St. Lawrence Co-Op Day Care 
St. Stephens Community House 
TLC Child Learning Centres 


Toronto Board of Education 


Zeenat Janmohammed 


Cindy Himelstein 
Paula Preditis 
Ann Hart 

Vasco Cabral 
Amina Bhaloo 
Judith Levkoe 
Cheryl West 


Mona Stephens 


Leslie Wright 
Maria de Wit 
Marjorie McColm 


Linda Hussey | 
Cindy Brandon 


Debra Feldman 
Nora Donovan 


Delores Stevens 
Claire P. McCullough 


Jane Mercer 
Fatima Alves 
Tricia Doyle 
Marilyn Sullivan 


Barbara Lampert 
Carol Smith 


APPENDIX "E" 


CLIENT SERVICES WORK GROUP 


LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 


Children’s Aid Society Sue Hansford 
George Brown College Linda Mikulka 
Carol Thorpe 
Metro Coalition for Better Child Care Cheryl West 
Parent Representative Shelley Johnson 
Reseau Ontarien Des Service Lorraine Gondolfo 


De Garde Francophones 


University Settlement Day Care Ida Bertolini 
YMCA of Metro Toronto Angela Bell 
Ministry of Community and Social Karen Glass 
Services Karen Meehan 
Metro Children’s Services Deborah Corey 
Kevin Horlock 
Sue Hunter 


Petr Varmuza 


SERVICE COORDINATION ISSUE SPECIFIC WORK GROUP 


LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 
Day Care Advisory Committee Marjorie Mccolm 
Etobicoke Social Development Council Anne Bird 
Human Services of Scarborough Linda Hussey 
Joyce Devonshire 

Metro Community Services Dept. Phillip Abrahams 
Metro Separate School Board Nora Donovan 
Metro Toronto Association For Deborah Gladstone 

Community Living Daphne Blunden 
MTACL (Scarborough Early Childhood Delores Stevens 

Services) 
N.Y.A.D. Mara Holdenried 
N.Y.C. Special Needs Cindy Brandon 
Toronto Board of Education Carol Smith 
Ministry of Community and > Karen Glass 
Social Services 

Metro Children’s Services Sue Hunter 


Mary Lawrence 
Brenda Patterson 
Valerie Slagter 

; Petr Varmuza 
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EQUITY ISSUES WORKGROUP 


LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 


Canadian Mothercraft Society 
Centro-Clinton Day Care 

City of Toronto Planning Dept. 
Day Care Advisory Committee 


George Brown College 


Metro Coalition for Better Child Care 
Metro Community Services Dept. 
Metro Home Child Care Association 


Metro Toronto Association for 
Community Living 


M.T.A.C.L. 

St. Lawrence Co Op 

St. Stephen’s Community Centre 
Ministry of Community > 


and Social Services 


Metro Children’s Services 


Linda Silver 

Karen Thorpe 
Paula Prieditis 
Judith Levkoe 


Marjorie McColm 
Kelly Schmidt 


Zeenat Janmohamed 
Phillip Abrahams 
Maria de Wit 


Delores Stevens 


Deborah Gladstone 
Jane Mercer 
Fatima Alves 


Karen Glass 
Karen Meehan 


Debbie Corey 
Sue Hunter 
Mary Lawrence 
Candy LeBlanc 
Nancy Philip 
Valerie Slagter 
Petr Varmuza 


LICENSING EFFICIENCIES WORKGROUP 


LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 


Day Care Advisory Committee 


George Brown College 


Home Child Care Association 
of Metro Toronto 


Metro Coalition for Better Child Care 
Reseau Ontarien Des Services 

De Garde Francophones 
Toronto Board of Education 


YMCA of Metro Toronto 


Ministry of Community 
and Social Services 


Metro Children’s Services 


Amina Bahloo 
Marjorie McColm 


Ruth Steinberg 

Betty Kashima 
Zeenat Janmohammed 
Diana Fong 


Lorraine Gondolfo 


Barb Lampert 


Linda Cottes 


Karen Glass 
Karen Meehan 
Yvonne Park 


Jeni Farrant 
Sue Hunter 
Brenda Patterson 
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PLANNING MEETING 
JUNE 23, 1992 


Pam McConnell 


Toronto Board of Education 


Etobicoke Board of Education |Sharon Scott 


Lorraine Nowina 


Karen Hen York Board of Education 


Ken Maxted East York Board of Education Jane Gibson 


Diane Williams Scarborough Board of Education 


Elsa Chandler North York Board of Education 


Nora Donovan 


Donald Clune Separate School Board 


A.L. Couffin Francophone School Board 


John Gartner Metro Planning Department 


Caryl Arundel Metro Policy & Planning Div. |Phillip Abrahams 


Bob Millward City of Toronto Planning Dept. 


Ruth Lambe 


City of North York Planning 
Department 


Elaine Hitchman 


Lisa Meyers 
Shirley Bailey 


City of Etobicoke Planning 
Department 


Karen B. Bricker 


Richard Tomaszewicz East York Planning Department 


Bill Kiru 


Peter Poot Scarborough Planning Dept. 


Edward Sajecki 


York Planning Department 


Metro Toronto Social 


Peter Clutterbuck 
. Planning Council 


PLANNING MEETING 


Continued 
Susan Sussman City of York Community and Susan Sussman 
Agency Social Council ZsuZsa Harsman 


Leslie Wright East York Community Vanessa Magee 
Development Council } 


Cynthia D’Anjou-Brown |Human Services Scarborough |Joyce Devonshire 


William Goursky Etobicoke Social Development |Anne Bird 
Council 


Christine Thrift North York Inter-Agency & Patricia Quinn 
Community Council Karen Liberman 


Petr Varmuza Metro Community Services Petr Varmuza 
Sue Hunter Children’s Services Sue Hunter 
Rick Powers Rick Powers 


- Clients. 


APPENDIX "G" 


COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK RECOMMENDATIONS 
to the 
Service Planning Project Team 


CLIENT SERVICES ISSUES 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. That the Children’s Service Division plan and implement an outreach 
campaign to those geographic, ethnic and cultural communities that are not 
currently being served within the subsidized child care system or on the waiting 
list for subsidized child care. 


2. That current communication mechanisms be more effectively utilized to 
ensure that parents, centres with Purchase of Service agreements and the 
Community are kept informed and up to date about any changes in Intake 
policies. and procedures. 


3. That Client Service information be included in an information package for 
politicians at all levels of government. (this could be a part of the planned 
Service Coordination package) 


4. That the current move towards "storefront" field offices be continued and 
that additional storefront field offices be opened by the Children’s Services. 
"Storefront" offices are more visible, more accessible and less intimidating for 


5. That "storefront" offices be open flexible hours (including some evenings 
and Saturdays) to more adequately meet the needs of clients. This is 
particularly important for those clients who due to the nature of their 
employment or schooling are unable to use the telephone during the day. 


6. That the current practise of having Children’s Services Intake staff go out 
into the community to do intake be formalized and expanded. 


7. That training sessions for Centre Supervisors be conducted. Issues might 
include familiarizing new centre supervisors with intake procedures, or on 
issues related to the Freedom of Information Act. 


8. That written materials be available in translation and that a clear language 
policy be adopted for all written materials. Intake workers play an information 
counselling role. 


9. That strategies be developed to facilitate communication between intake 
staff and clients to ensure information is kept as current as possible. That 
efforts be made to achieve lower client/intake worker ratios. 


10. That a comprehensive long term communication strategy be developed. 
The strategy should include a clarification of the role played by Intake Staff, 
by the parent and by centre staff in accessing and maintaining subsidized child 
care. 


SERVICE COORDINATION ISSUES 


PRINCIPLES: 


1. Metro Children’s Services is mandated to ensure that subsidized child care is 
available on an equitable basis throughout Metro Toronto. 


2. The Service Plan will provide the framework that ensures that programme 
expansion and new development occurs in a manner that increases equitable 
access throughout Metro. 


3. In recognition of the diversity of ethno-cultural backgrounds and the variety 
of languages used by the client group served, Metro should work with the child 
care community to make the services provided more sensitive to the needs of 
the children and families served. 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 


1. That Metro and the Province work in partnership with the local community 
to determine where gaps in service availability exist and that they work 
together with communities to determine the most effective response to need 
within the context of the equity targets established through the Service Plan. 


2. That a formalized structure be developed to ensure that there is ongoing 
community involvement in determining how best to meet the child care needs 
of local neighbourhoods. 


3. That a standardized needs assessment tool be developed to assist in 
determining how best to deliver care in those neighbourhoods that are relatively 
underserved. The needs assessment tool will provide support to _ local 
communities in assessing issues such as preferred model of care, workforce 
issues, Culturally driven preferences. 


4. That an information package be developed that clarifies the roles 
and responsibilities of: 
1. The Child Care Unit of the Toronto Area Office 
2. Metro Children’s Services Staff 
3. Staff from the 7 Boards of Education operating within 
Metropolitan Toronto 
Parks and Recreation Departments 
Local Municipal Staff (Planning, Fire, Health and Zoning) 
Service Providers 
Local Social Planning Councils 
Neighbourhood groups 
Community ColHege Early Childhood Education Departments 
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as they relate to supporting currently operating services and _ providing 
community support for the development of new services. The information must 
articulate and clarify the key role played by Boards of Education and Parks and 
Recreation Departments in the delivery of child care services, particularly as 
they pertain to schoolage children. 


5. That a formal communication process be established to ensure that 
information is shared in a manner that facilitates ongoing support of current 
services and that insures the development of new services that are sensitive to 
community needs. 


6. That service coordination occur at a neighbourhood level to increase 
responsiveness to community need. 


EQUITY ISSUES 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
PREAMBLE: 


The Equity Workgroup has focussed on the most immediate issue; that of 
determining how to equitably allocate subsidized child care spaces across Metro 
Toronto. Prior to the development of locally based service plans, workable 
definitions of both high need neighbourhoods and special needs children and 
families must be developed. 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 


1. That the allocation of subsidized child care spaces through out Metro 
Toronto be determined by ward of residence. 


2. That Metro Children’s Services continue to move towards meeting age equity 
targets. Immediate implementation should focus on filling -all infant spaces as 
quickly as possible in order to stabilize the system. 


3. That during the development of local service plans that the Municipality 
work with the Home Child Care Association of Metro Toronto to develop age 
equity targets for the delivery of Home Child Care. 


4. That Metro Children’s Services work with local service providers to develop 
age equity targets. 


LICENSING EFFICIENCIES ISSUES 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
A. PRINCIPLES 


1. Child care is first and foremost a service to children which also provides 
support to families and the community as a whole. 


2. Quality being the cornerstone of Metropolitan Toronto Child Care system, 
the Municipality should continue to champion high standards of programming. 


3. The child care system must be planned and managed to ensure that all 
families have access to licensed quality care regardless of family income. 


4. Increased efficiency permits increased service levels within currently 
available resources. 


Purchase of Service Guidelines should reflect the following recommendations: 
B. RECOMMENDATIONS . 


1. That where possible, staffing and group size reflect cost efficient 
models of service. 


G4 That the following factors should be considered when determining the 


‘cost efficiency of any given service model: 


* special needs/integrated centres 

* high need communities 

* the physical layout of the centre 

* Francophone programmes 

* specialized services (such as teen parent programmes) 
* flexible models 


3. That at the 1993 budget workshops Metro staff highlight issues related to. 
cost efficient models of service delivery with a view to encouraging centres to 
move towards operating efficiently. Metro’s budget workshops should address 
both the major and minor cost drivers identified by this work group. 


4. That as part of the Purchase of Service budget analysis process Metro staff 
provide information and assistance related to cost efficiency and long term 
viability. 


5. That Metro and the Ministry work with the Home Child Care Association of 
Metro Toronto to determine cost drivers in Home Child Care and to develop 
recommendations related to cost efficient service models. 


6. That Metro Programme Consultants and Ministry Programme Advisors work 
collaboratively to facilitate clear communication with operators regarding cost 
efficient programme models. 


7. That Metro Children’s Services work in conjunction with the staff of the 
Ministry of Community Services Toronto Area Office Child Care Unit and with 
service providers to facilitate a move to cost efficient models of service. 
Subject to the provisions of recommendations 2, purchase of service agreements 
and licensing configuration will reflect cost efficient service models. 


APPENDIX "H" 


CLIENT SERVICES WORKGROUP 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
to the 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK. 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 


1. That the Children’s Service Division plan and implement an outreach 
campaign to those communities that are not currently represented either in the 
child care system or on the waiting list for subsidized child care. 


2. That current communication mechanisms be more effectively utilized to 
ensure that parents, centres with Purchase of Service agreements and the 
Community are kept informed and up to date about any changes in Intake 
policies and procedures. 


3. That Client Service information be included in an information package for 
politicians at all levels of government. (this could be a part of the planned 
Service Coordination package) 


4. That the current move towards "storefront" field offices be continued and 
that additional storefront field offices be opened by the Children’s Services. 
"Storefront" offices are more visible, more accessible and less BILRGB UNS for 
clients. 


5. That "storefront" offices be open flexible hours (including some evenings 
and Saturdays) to more adequately meet the needs of clients. This is 
particularly important for those clients who due to the nature of their 
employment or schooling are unable to use the telephone during the day. 


6. That the current practise of having Children’s Services Intake staff go out 
into the community to do intake be formalized and expanded. 


7. That training sessions for Centre Supervisors be conducted. Issues might 
include familiarizing new centre supervisors with intake procedures, or on 
issues related to the Freedom of Information Act. 


8. That written materials be available in translation and that a clear language 
policy be adopted for all written materials. 


9. That strategies be developed to facilitate communication between intake 
staff and clients to ensure information is kept as current as possible. That 
efforts be made to achieve lower client/intake worker ratios. 


10. That a comprehensive long term communication strategy be developed. 
The strategy should include a clarification of the role played by Intake Staff, 
by the parent and by centre staff in accessing and a atnie subsidized child 


care. 


SERVICE COORDINATION WORKGROUP 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
to the ; 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK. 


PRINCIPLES: 


1. Metro Children’s Services is mandated to ensure that subsidized child care is 
available on an equitable basis throughout Metro Toronto. 


2. The Service Plan will provide the framework that ensures that programme 
expansion and new development occurs in a manner that increases equitable 
access throughout Metro. 


3. In recognition of the diversity of ethno-cultural backgrounds and the variety 
of languages used by the client group served, Metro should work with the child 
care community to make the services provided more sensitive to the needs of 
the children and families served. 


SRST RE NO} 
1. That Metro and the Province determine where gaps in service availability 
exist and that they work together with local communities to determine the most 
effective response to need within the context of the equity targets established 
through the Service Plan. 


2. That a formalized structure be developed to ensure that there is ongoing 
community involvement, in determining how best to meet the child care needs 
of local neighbourhoods. 


3. That a standardized needs assessment tool be developed to assist in 
determining how best to deliver care in those neighbourhoods that are relatively 
underserved. The needs assessment tool will provide support to local 
communities in assessing issues such as preferred model of care, workforce 
issues, Culturally driven preferences. 


4. That an information package be developed that clarifies the roles 
and responsibilities of: 

1. The Child Care Unit of the Toronto Area Office 

2. Metro Children’s Services Staff 

3. Staff from the 7 Boards of Education operating within 

Metropolitan Toronto 

4. Local Municipal Staff (Planning, Fire, Health and Zoning) 

5. Local Social Planning Councils 

6. Neighbourhood groups 
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as they relate to supporting currently operating services and providing 
community support for the development of new services. 


EQUITY ISSUES WORK GROUP 
RECOMMENDATIONS — 
to the 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK. 

PREAMBLE: 

The Equity Workgroup has focussed on the most immediate issue; that of 
determining how. to equitably allocate subsidized child care spaces across Metro 
Toronto. Prior to the development of locally based service plans, workable 
definitions of both high need neighbourhoods and special needs children and 
families must be developed. ; 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 


1. That the allocation ofsubsidized child care graces through out Metro Toronto 
be determined by ward of residence. 


2. That Metro Children’s Services continue to move towards meeting age equity 
targets. Immediate implementation should focus on filling all infant spaces as 
quickly as possible in order to stabilize the system. 


3. That during the development of local service plans that the Municipality 
work with the Home Child Care Association of Metro Toronto to develop age 
equity targets for the delivery of Home Child Care. 


LICENSING EFFICIENCIES WORKGROUP 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
to the 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY NETWORK. 


The recommendations of the Licensing Efficiencies work group are based on 
the following principles. 


A. PRINCIPLES et 


1. CHILD CARE IS FIRST AND FOREMOST A SERVICE TO CHILDREN 
WHICH ALSO PROVIDES SUPPORT TO FAMILIES AND THE 
COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE. Saat | 


2. QUALITY BEING THE CORNERSTONE OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO’S CHILD CARE SYSTEM, THE MUNICIPALITY SHOULD 
CONTINUE TO CHAMPION HIGH STANDARDS OF PROGRAMMING. 


3. THE CHILD CARE SYSTEM MUST. BE PLANNED AND MANAGED TO 
ENSURE THAT ALL FAMILIES HAVE ACCESS TO LICENSED, QUALITY 
CARE REGARDLESS OF FAMILY INCOME. 


Purchase of Service Guidelines should reflect the following recommendations: 
B. RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. That where possible, staffing and group size reflect cost efficient 
models of service. 


2. That the following factors should be considered when determining the 
cost efficiency of any given service model: ° 
* special needs/integrated centres 
* high need communities 
* the physical layout of the centre 
* Francophone programmes 
* specialized services (such as teen parent programmes) 


3. That at the 1993 budget workshops Metro staff highlight issues related 
to cost efficient models of service delivery with a view to encouraging centres 
to move towards operating efficiently. | Metro’s budget workshops should 
address both the major and minor cost drivers identified by this work group. 


4. That as part of the Purchase of Service budget analysis process Metro 
staff provide information and assistance related to cost efficiency and long term 
viability. 


5. That Metro and the Ministry work with the Home Child Care 
Association of Metro Toronto to determine cost drivers in Home Child Care and 
to develop recommendations related to cost efficient service models. 


6. That Metro Programme Consultants and Ministry Programme Advisors 
work collaboratively to facilitate clear communication with operators regarding 
cost efficient programme models. 


7. That Metro Children’s Services limit new purchase of service 
agreements to those centres with cost efficient models of service, subject to the 
provisions of Recommendation 2. 


APPENDIX 'T’ 


Per Diem Comparisons Between an Eff iciently Licensed Centre and an 
Inefficiently Licensed Centre 


Efficient Centre: 74 Children 
10 infants 
10 toddlers 
24 preschoolers 
30 schoolage 
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Staffing: 

Supervisor (1 x $45,000) 45,000.00 

Teaching Staff (10 x $25,000) 250,000.00 

Assistant for Infant Room (1 x 20,000) 20,000.00 
Benefits (13% of salaries) 40,950.00 
Supply Staff (10% of salaries) 31,500.00 
Total Salaries, Wages and Benefits F 387,450.00 
Food: 74 x $3.00 x 261 days 57,942.00 
Cleaning: $25 x 5 rooms x 261 days 32,625.00 
Programme Expenses: 74 x 700 x ] 51.800.00 
Property Operations 36,000.00 
Other Expenses: 74 x 200 x 1 14,800.00 
Total Costs 580,617.00 


Average Per diem: Total Costs Divided by Total Enrollment Days = Cost 
Per Day: $30.06 


Cost per year per child: $7,846.00 


Notes: 

1. assumes all trained staff 

2. Direct Operating and Wage Enhancement Grants are not included 
3. Schoolage children are provided with a hot lunch at day care 


Inefficient Centre: 69 Children 
8 infants 
13 toddlers 
26 preschoolers (two rooms) 
22 schoolage 


Staffing: 

Supervisor (1 x $45,000.00) 45,000.00 

Teaching Staff (12 x $25,000) ; : 300,000.00 

Assistant (infant room) . 20,000.00 
Benefits (13% of salaries) 47,450.00 
Supply Staff (10% of salaries) 36,500.00 
Total Salaries, Wages and Benefits 448,950.00 
Food: 69 x $3.00 x 261 days 54,027.00 
Cleaning: 25 x 6 rooms x 261 39,150.00 
Programme Expenses: 69 x $700.00 x 1 48,300.00 
Property Operations 36,000.00 
Other Expenses: 69 x 200 x 1 13,800.00 
Total Costs: 640,227.00 


Average Per Diem: Total Costs Divided by Total Enrollment Days = Cost Per 


Day: $35.55 
Cost Per Year Per Child: $9,278.55 


The cost differential is $1,432.55 per child x 69 children: $98,845.95 
An additional 12 children could be subsidized for this amount. 
(98,845.95 - 7,846.00 = 12.59) 


Notes: 
1. assumes all trained staff 
2. Direct Operating and Wage Enhancement Grants are not included 
3. Schoolage children are provided with a hot lunch at day care 
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APPENDIX *J° 


Comprehensive Review of Child Care Report 1990 


Summary of Recommendations 


The following are the specific recommendations in each category: 


Fi ial I Were 
Recommendation | 


Metro should use the opportunity provided by the release of the Report of the Provincial Municipal 
Social Services Review, P.M.S.S.R., to find long term relief to current cost sharing imbalances 
through renegotiation of Metro—provincial roles and responsibilities in a broader range of 
community program areas. 


Recommendation 2 


Metropolitan Toronto should continue to work to eliminate the present cost sharing imbalance and to 
Negotiate with the province a mutually agreeable cost sharing formula for the immediate future. 


Recommendation 3 

Metropolitan Toronto should continue to pursue the provincial pass-through of Metro claims eligible 
for federal cost sharing under the Canada Assistance Plan. 

Recommendation 4 . 


Metro should continue to negotiate with the province the application of client revenue recovered 
from social assistance recipients eligible for the Support to Employment Program, S.T.E.P., to the 
subsidized child care system when these clients choose to use subsidized care. 


S vi Pl ° o 
Recommendation 5 


Planning for child care services should be done in cycles timed to match the mandate of the 
municipal term and to provide maximum impact on the provincial 3—year funding cycle established 
as part of the “New Directions” initiative. 


Recommendation 6 


Annual municipal funding commitments in support of Metro’s multi-year service plan for emia care 
should be confirmed anter the funding cycle intentions of the province are announced. 


Recommendation ] 


To make child care accessible to those who need it, Metropolitan Toronto should actively promote 
growth in licensed child care spaces as well as growth in subsidies for families who cannot afford to 
pay the full cost of service. A minimum realistic response to the identified need requires that the 
present subsidy system double. 


Recommendation 8 


The prevailing service focus of Metro’s child care system should become children O—5 years of age. 


_ It is further recommended that Metro, in partnership with municipal and provincial educational 
‘authonities and other public institutions explore alternate service strategies which would allow the 


educational sector to assume primary responsibility for the care of school age children by the end of 
the decade. These discussions should also explore how this transfer of primary responsibility may 
occur without imposing further burden on the property tax base. 


Recommendation 9 


By the end of the current term of Council it is recommended that the jointly sponsored review which 
Council, on May 1, 1990, directed the Department to undertake with the education community 
within Metro, have been completed. : 


Recommendation 10 


Metro’s directly operated programs should re-focus on service to the youngest aged children and 
those most at risk. A transition plan which will allow for the eventual graduation of the current 
school-aged service component to alternate community programs should be developed. 


Recommendation 11 


Metro should introduce a ward—based service planning process which takes into account parental 
preference and considers a broad range of service models including “the hub”, workplace child care, 
private home day care etc. and which ensures that the planning of child care services does not occur 
in isolation from other community services. 


Recommendation 1? 


Subsidy space ceilings and the development of new spaces should be managed on a ward basis by 
age group with specific targets and timeframes to improve accessibility for the most underserved 
children and communities. 


Recommendation 13 


To improve accessibility of child care services, particularly for those age groups and those 
communities which are currently underserved, Metro should take a more active role in developing 
and, when required, operating new spaces. The capital program should be “reframed” to allow 
Metro to “build to lease” to community operators meeting the municipality's Operating Criteria. 
This capital capability would also allow the eventual conversion of existing licensed stock for school 
aged children to meet the requirements of younger aged children. 


Recommendation 14 


Metropolitan Toronto, in consultation with the Private Home Day Care Association of Metropolitan 
Toronto should explore strategies to enable agencies to provide more service to younger aged 
children and those families requiring more flexible hours of care without undermining private home 
day care as the choice of a broader cross section of families attracted by its service features. 
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Recommendation 15 


Metropolitan Toronto should continue to broaden the eligibility band for child care subsidies to the 
limits of municipal discretion in recognition of factors unique to this municipality that create higher 
child care needs than elsewhere in Ontario. 


Recommendation 16 


Metropolitan Toronto should continue to advocate for the realistic updating of the current asset 
ceilings on the provincially approved needs test used to determine child care subsidy eligibility. 


2 


ae 


Recommendation 17 


Metropolitan Toronto should retain the “first come first served” placement policy and should apply it 
in conjunction with the geographic ane age equity targets established. 


Recommendation 18 


To serve a broader cross-section of the needs of Metro’s residents with respect to child care, titers 
should develop a plan for the provision of a wider variety of information, referral and advisory 
services. 


Recommendation | 


In recognition of the diversity of ethno—cultural backgrounds and the variety of languages used by 
the client group served, Metro should work with the child care community to make the services 
provided more sensitive to the needs of the children and families served. 


Recommendation 20 


In recognition that Metropolitan Toronto has been designated as a French Language Service area, 
Metro should improve its own capability to provide support to pigueopigues services being 
developed in this community. 


- Service Support 


Recommendation 21 


Metropolitan Toronto should continue to provide adequate financial support to community operators 
under purchase of service contract while continuing to press the Province of Ontario to recognize. 
and pay their fair share of the associated costs. These costs should reflect realistically the costs of 
providing care in the Metropolitan Toronto community. 


Recommendation 22 


Quality being the comerstone of Metropolitan Toronto’s child care system, this municipality should 
continue to champion high standards and improved programming. This may be accomplished 
through continued use of the Metro Operating Criteria, recently updated and improved with the 
assistance of the community and through Metro continuing its role in program inspection and quality 
assurance. 


Recommendation 23 


Metro should make available to community child care-programs its in-service training packages for 
curriculum and the customized packages it has developed in response to legislatively mandated 
training (e.g., WHMIS). 


Recommendation 24 


Metro should continue to make consultative assistance and program support services available to 


community child care programs experiencing sSNA in financial management, organizational 
development, or program effectiveness. 


Recommendation 25 

Metro should continue to encourage parental involvement in all child care programs by helping 
parent advisory committees and parent boards access the information and support. services they 
require. : 

Recommendation 26 


Recognizing that access to the benefits of Pay Equity legislation is essential to maintaining and 
improving the quality of early childhood education in community-based as well as municipally 
operated child care programs. Metro should advocate that the province responsibly address the issue 
of fair access to the legislation by child care professionals. 


Recommendation 27 


Metro should recognize the need to adjust staffing levels in child care programs serving clients who 
require special or intensive services and should advocate with the province for full cost sharing of 


this necessary support. 
Recommendation 28 


Recognizing the value of advice from both service consumers and service providers with respect to 
present service operation and future service planning, Metro should re-affirm the Metro Day Care 
Advisory Committee, D.C.A.C., as a body appointed to advise Community Services and Housing 
Committee on child care issues. Metro should also direct the DCAC to ensure through its 
membership structure, its operating practices'and its meeting forum that it fairly represents the 
variety of consumer and provider interests within the Metro child care community. | 
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Recommendation 29 


Metropolitan Toronto, as a corporation and an employer should continue to lead by example and 
create enhanced workplace child care policies for its own employees. 


Recommendation 30 - 


Metropolitan Toronto, through the Economic Development Division should review how the 
availability of child care within this municipality could be used to advantage as part of the economic 
development strategy. ; 


Recommendation 31 


Metropolitan Toronto should promote increased involvement in applied and evaluative research 
related to child care to improve program quality and better understand the needs of the community it 
serves. 


Recommendation 32 


Metropolitan Toronto should separate the planning, funding, and administration of the subsidized 
child care system from the direct operation of municipal child care programs by making appropmiate 
revisions in the organizational structure of the Children’s Services Division. 


“es 


\ 


ilding i il 
Recommendation 33 


Metro should further strengthen the “Metro Case for Child Care” developed as part of the 
Comprehensive Review discussions, reinforcing the conclusions contained with findings from 
locally—based research. 


Recommendation 34 ~ 


Metro should develop and implement a comprehensive public communications strategy to ensure 
that the public becomes better informed about the social, economic and financial benefits of child 
care and to secure public support for a more rational approach to financing child care as a basic 
public service. 


Recommendation 35 


Metro should ensure that the child care system is considered a vital part of the Social Development 
Strategy for Metropolitan Toronto so that development of child care is tied to the many social and 
economic factors influencing it. 
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THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


AGENDA URBAN MUNI 
JUN - 4 1993] 
DATE: JUNE 4, 1993 GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS 
TIME: | 9:00 A.M. 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR 


REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 
CONTINUE ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE ELIGIBILITY CASES (VIS-A-VIS 
MAXIMUM INCOME LEVEL POLICY AND EXEMPTION ON 
EARNINGS POLICY) 


REVIEW OF HOUSING COSTS ALLOWED IN OTHER 


- MUNICIPALITIES ~ 


REPORT FROM JOHN AQUIN RE: INCOME TAX ISSUES 
UPDATE FROM WINSTON CAMPBELL RE: INCOME TAX ISSUES 


REVIEW OF ACTUAL EXPENDITURES NOT CAPTURED ON 
PRESENT FORM 0726 


FOR THE INFORMATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
A) STAFF REPORT 


OTHER BUSINESS 
ADJOURNMENT 


NOTE: PLEASE BRING THE AGENDA OF MAY 7 IN ORDER TO 


_ CONTINUE WITH ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA. 


MINUTES OF THE 


REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


The Day Care Task Force met on Friday, May 7, 1993 at 9:00 a.m., in the 15th Floor 
Committee Room, Regional Offices. 


Present: Vice-Chairman L. Russell 
Councillor T. Jackson 
J. Aquin, M. Baker, W. Campbell, J. Clinton, J. 
Kleefstra, S. MacDonald, M. McLaughlin, N. Westbury 
Absent with Regrets: Councillor D. Agostino, S. Church, C. Firth, J. Powell- 


Also Present: 


Fralick, J. Pacey 


J. Soldera, M. Gallagher 


i MINUTES OF THE DAY CARE TASK FORCE MEETING OF APRIL 2, 1993 


(Baker /Westbury) Be received and adopted as presented. 


CARRIED. 


ra REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF WORK PLAN DRAFT 


The Task Force agreed that Guiding Principles are needed in establishing a 
philosophical base for discussing the day care subsidy issue. 


Task Force Members suggested a variety of issues which require further 
Clarification: 


0 


Review other municipalities and use them as a source of information rather 
than a guideline. 


Determine who should be receiving day care subsidy in light of the 
economic and political situation. 


Address guidelines, how do we define need, do we want to look at it from 
inclusion or exclusion - looking at the need of the children? What do we 
see as the essential needs. 


Humanize issue by reviewing a sample case - Jessica Kleefstra volunteered 
her case. 


Make statements about Provincial Guideline and submit to Health and Social 
Services Committee. 
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O Obtain facts on dilemmas faced by families now that they are no longer 
eligible for day care subsidy. 


Time Line 


(McLaughlin /Baker) 
That an Interim Report be prepared for the July 2, 1993 meeting of the Day Care Task 
Force and that the Interim Report be forwarded to the Health and Social Services 
Committee on August 10, 1993 for their consideration. 

CARRIED. 


Suggested Guiding Principle 
The Task Force recognizes the social economic aspects of child care and is committed 
to ensuring that those qualities and factors are recognized throughout any 


recommendations made and should be used as a framework for the future. 


3. ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE ELIGIBILITY CASES VIS A VIS MAXIMUM INCOME 
LEVEL POLICY AND EXEMPTION ON EARNINGS POLICY 


The Task Force reviewed the sample eligibility cases in the Agenda. 


Sample 1A 

fe) Single Mother with two children (21 yrs. and 7 yrs.) 

O Was eligible for subsidy prior to Maximum Income Level Policy 
fe) Gross Income $48,174.40 . 

fe) Actual Cost of Day Care Service required to pay: $382 


The Task Force addressed those categories which are mandated by the Province 
and which categories the Municipalities have discretion over. 


For example, Liquid assets and income - Province 

Monthly budgetary items (rent) - Municipality - However the Province sets 
maximum and the Municipality can work with range. 

Debt payments - Municipality 


The Task Force requested that staff track those families who are no longer eligible 
for day care subsidy to ascertain what avenues they took for their children. 
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Sample 1B 

fe) Single Mother with two children (13 yrs. and 9 yrs.) 

fe) Was eligible for subsidy prior to Maximum Income Level Policy 

fo) Gross Income $52,728 

fo) Actual Cost of Day Care Service required to pay: $197 

fo) Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items: $198.38 

fo) This family has two mortgages 

fe) The Task Force discussed whether or not they should be exploring the 


costs associated with raising children of certain age groups. 


fe) Staff were directed to bring a report which was approved by the Health and 
Social Services Committee and Council in 1985 outlining priorities for who 
is deemed "eligible" for day care. 
fo) Various key factors were discussed: 
- Age and Cost of service for child 
- Quality of Care 
- Housing (rents and mortgages (is there a guideline used for housing) 
Sample 1C 
fe) Two Parent Family with two children (4 yrs and 2 yrs.) 
fe) Was eligible for subsidy prior to Maximum Income Level Policy 
O Gross Income - $60,987 
fo) Actual Cost of Day Care Service required to pay: $1,174.50 
4e) Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items $155.18 
O Has a ist and 2nd Mortgage and costs exceed what is allowed. 


The Task Force addressed other issues/concerns such as: 


0 


O 


exploring further the issue of values vs. needs 
The Task Force’s role - is it to be judgemental? 


The Task Force also agreed that more information is needed to evaluate the 
needs of a family. (i.e. Explore further the assets and liabilities) - how much 
is the house worth, what are payments, how much longer do they have to 
pay their mortgage? 
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Addressing housing costs and exemption on earnings and try to balance G 
the two. 


How intrusive can the Task Force be? How accountable is the client 
expected to be? 


Sample 1D 


OO0Q00000 


Oo 


Two Parent Family with two children (5 yrs. and 3 yrs.) 

Was eligible for subsidy prior to Maximum Income Level Policy 
Gross Income - $71,385 

Actual Cost of Day Care Service required to pay: $1,147.32 
Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items $979.75 

Has a Mortgage of $1069.63 per month 

This case is similar to Sample 1C 


John Aquin will review the sample cases on a home computer program, and 
provide the Task Force with his findings at the next meeting. 


Sample 2A 


OOQO0Q0000 


Single Father with one child (8 yrs.) a 
Receiving full subsidy : = 
Gross Income - $25,480 | 
Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $138.60 

Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items: $0 

Expenses are higher than income 


Sample 2B 


OQO0Q0000 


Oo 


Single Mother with two children (5 yrs. and 4 yrs.) 
Receiving full subsidy 

Gross Income - $37,823 

Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $831.72 
Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items: $0 
Debt Payments exceed Maximum 


Should the Task Force review deductions at source? 
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Sample 2C 


Two Parent Family with two children (3 yrs. and 2 yrs.) 
Receiving full subsidy 

Gross Income - $36,818 

Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $486.98 

Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items: $0 
Children may be receiving part time day care 


OoOQO0Q0000 


Oo 


The Task Force discussed reviewing what are legitimate expenses? (i.e. 
cable) 


New Business #1 
The Child Care Assessment Co-ordinator’s Handbook 
Was received for information. 


FOR NEXT MEETING 


O 


O 


Examine other Municipality guidelines to ascertain what would happen to sample 
cases no longer eligible for day care subsidy - examine generosity levels? 


How would the sample cases be affected by other municipality standards? 
Continue reviewing the remainder of Set: Cases | | 
Examine Policies Tsaeeine housing costs of other municipalities 

Review Jessica Kleefstra’s specifics not included in basic need 

John Aquin to prepare a "fantasy tax return" of a sample case 

Staff were requested to prepare a report which examines what spaces in our 
Region are subsidized and how do other municipalities differ? What is the vacancy 


rate? 


Examine the Geographic location for subsidized spaces 


The Meeting adjourned at 11:50 a.m. 


Chairman 


Secretary 
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ie 53 ALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
9 var LARE TASK FORCE 
Ruth G d 
AGENDA Fein Cone PUBTaE Library 
end Fl, 55 York BIVd: 
DATE: WEDNESDAY, JUNE 23, 1993 Bam, Ontario 
| TIME: 9:00 A.M. 
(aleqea 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR 


REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 


ly, 
e 


INTRODUCTION OF NEW COMMITTEE SECRETARY 


DETERMINATION OF GUIDING PRINCIPLES (FRAMEWORK) 


me ted es 


REVIEW OF PRESENT DAY CARE SUBSIDY PROGRAMME: CLIENT 
c.) GROUPS SERVICED (CATAGORIES_AND PRIORITIES) - 
ATTACHED 


5. COMPARISON OF USER FEES: 
- LONDON 
- HALTON 
- NIAGARA 
- OTTAWA-CARLTON 
- TORONTO 


6. UPDATE OF TASK FORCE WORKPLAN 


7. UPDATE FROM THE MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY AND SOCIAL 
SERVICES - WINSTON CAMPBELL 


8. OTHER BUSINESS 


ES] 9. ADJOURNMENT 


MINUTES OF THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


The Day Care Task Force met on Friday, June 4, 1993 at 9:00 a.m. in the 15th Floor 
Committee Room, Regional Offices. 


Present: Councillor D. Agostino 
Councillor T. Jackson 
L. Russell, J. Powell-Fralick, J. Pacey, M. Baker, 
S. McDonald, M. McLaughlin, N. Westbury, J. Aquin, 
“W. Campbell, J. Kleefstra 


Absent with regrets: J. Clinton, C. Firth, S. Church 


Also present: J. Soldera, C. Biggs 


ue MINUTES OF THE DAY CARE TASK FORCE MEETING OF MAY 7, 1993 


(Pacey/Westbury) 
Be received and adopted as presented. . CARRIED. 


Prior to dealing with the agenda items, Councillor Agostino brought to the attention of the 
Task Force that the Health and Social Services Committee, at its meeting on June 8, 
1993, will be considering a report outlining potential areas of cutbacks as a result of the 
social contract. The report will outline options which are discretionary programs, which 
include day care, nursing, counselling. These are over and above the GWA. Councillor 
Agostino indicated that there may be potential cuts in day care. However, the programs 
will have to be prioritized and each looked at individually. 


2: CONTINUE ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE ELIBIGILITY CASES 


Sample 2D 

® Two-Parent Family with 2 children, eligible 

* One parent in school and working part time (father) and other working 
® Gross Income - $39,179.00 

® Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $974.40 

& Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items: Nil 

« Mortgage included in application: $974.60 

8 Debt payments below limit 

® Expenditures exceed income 
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The Task Force addressed other issues/concerns as follows: 


® What happens when school finished in summer - subsidy is tied in to the 
end of the school term 
8 If the father secures a job, the application would be redone. If he is not 


working, the subsidy would end at end of school unless he is not available 
to look after children. 


Sample 3A 


Single parent, one child - eligible with contribution 

Parent is receiving UIC as source of income 

UIC taken at gross 

Gross Income: $21,672.00 

Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $487.20 

Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items: $426.27 

Expenses very low - i.e., rent: $535/month, debt payments minimal 


Sample 3B 


Single parent, two children - eligible with contribution 
Gross Income: $37,856.00 

Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $951.35 

Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Items: $166.42 
Debt payments exceeds maximum allowable 


Sample 3C 


Two-parent family, three children - eligible with contribution 
Both parents working - renting home/not purchased 
Gross Income: $44,688.80 

Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $1,047.92 

Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Item: $360.14 
Debt payments exceed maximum allowable 


Sample 3D 


Two-parent family, three children - eligible with contribution 

Both parents working - renting home, no car, two bus passes allowed 
Gross Income: $41,027.22 

Actual Cost of Day Care Service: $948.74 

Available Monthly Income less Budgetary Item: $776.30 
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The Task Force discussed the steps involved when an individual is unable to work, 
and has a doctor’s note indicating a therapeutic problem. What checks are in 
place to ensure that there is a real problem? Jane Soldera advised that a doctor’s 
note is not adequate to be eligible for subsidy. Reasons for therapeutic referrals 
include families in crisis due to illness or a child with delays in development, but 
not handicapped. A status report is required to be filed every six months. 


3. REVIEW OF HOUSING COSTS ALLOWED IN OTHER MUNICIPALITIES 


Jane Soldera passed on the figures for the Region of Niagara as follows: 


e Regional Municipality of Niagara 
Rent: As per FBA regulations 
Mortgage: As per FBA regulations 
Debt: $200 per month 
Travel: $20 per week to and from work and p/u children 


Exp. on Earnings: 25% to maximum of $500 exemption if debt payments 
and maximum of $550 if no debt payments 
User Fees: Yes 


Councillor Agostino requested further details on User Fees on relative size 
municipalities (i.e., London, Halton, Niagara) insofar as employment, population, 
housing cost. 


Lesley Russell felt that the recommendations of the Task Force should be made 
on an independent basis, with additional information being used as support 
material only. 


John Aquin noted that the approach used by Essex County was interesting. 

4. REPORT FROM JOHN AQUIN RE: INCOME TAX ISSUES 
John Aquin distributed a “comparison of income taxes by single and two parent 
families", based on the sample eligibility cases in Item 2. According to the 


calculations, the comparison indicated that single parents collecting support 
payments are penalized by the system (scenarios 1B and 2B). 


% single parents collecting support payments penalized by system 
@ scenarios 1B and 2B penalized 
e two parent families - broken down by employment income; in some cases, 


the families benefitted from the present system 
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General discussion by the Task Force members regarding income levels focused 
on the following: 


_ Guaranteed annual income - proposal from government in addressing GWA 


and FBA i.e., everyone should have a basic income level 


Look at using guidelines from guaranteed income and use some in day 
care subsidies instead of going through thepresent exercise (Marsha) 


How do we make this form address some of those anomilies that have 
been identified i.e., income tax, accommodation costs, extended income, 
recognizing that this cannot be fixed (Leslie) 

Address issues and realize areas of success 

Need to look at community - what contributions can be made 


Problem will be estimating impact of fairness basis 


Philosophical question - what is purpose of subsidized day care - make this 
decision as a committee 


Whole question of arbitrariness - income ceiling, above X number of dollars 
If the form is proper, there would be no need for arbitrariness - define fair 
Work with form to make it as fair as possible 

Recommend not to have aribtrary forms, try to find places where unfair 
Look at percentages of gross income as opposed to net income 

Items for next meeting: 


What is overall budget based on? 
What is day care for? 


UPDATE FROM W. CAMPBELL RE: INCOME TAX ISSUES 


Moving ahead with eligibility 

Day care, in terms of the social contract, will not be cut 
No guarantee in terms of the municipalities 

Will have additional information at the next meeting 
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e jobsOntario child care - on hold/20,000 spaces for jobsOntario not filled 

6 If there are cuts in transfer payments to the Region, this may affect various 
areas of Regional budget 

& Recommendations going to the Health and Social Services Committee 


should be vetted through the Province also 


6. REVIEW OF ACTUAL EXPENDITURES NOT CAPTURED ON PRESENT 
FORM 0726. 


® Jane requested if any member of the Task Force had a list of items to 
incorporate in Form 0726 
e Jessie - cable, parking at workplace, auto club, licence, gifts, babysitters if 


child is ill 
® Other items - debts during separation 
e Gross/net re: alimony, child support 


he STAFF REPORT 


e Work Plan - To be revisited at the next meeting 
& May acquire part-time student for summer through SEED program - will 
know by the end of next week 


8. OTHER BUSINESS 


The Task Force discussed an alternate date to the July 2 meeting. The next 
meeting of the Task Force will be on either June 24 (first alternate) or June 23. 
Date to be confirmed. 


The Task Force adjourned at 11:15 a.m. 


Chairman 


Secretary 


REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


SUPPORT SERVICES DIVISION/SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 


DAY CARE SUBSIDY PROGRAMME 


© WHO QUALIFIES FOR DAY CARE SUBSIDY? 


Eligibility for Day Care Subsidy depends on two criteria: 

= Actual need 

= Financial Eligibility 
as set out in the Day Nurseries Act. The applicant may 
qualify for full or partial subsidy. In case of partial subsidy, 


the applicant makes a partial contribution to the cost of day 
care, as set out in the Act. 


REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


SUPPORT SERVICES DIVISION/SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 


DAY CARE SUBSIDY PROGRAMME 


@ HOW IS ACTUAL NEED DETERMINED? 


= Parent(s) working full time or part time, depending on the 


number of hours 


OR 


= Parent(s) attending school or a retraining programme 


OR 


= Parent(s) looking for work (one month only) 


OR 


= Approved Referral (see Therapeutic Referral) 


REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
SUPPORT SERVICES DIVISION/SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 


DAY CARE SUBSIDY PROGRAMME 


@ WHAT IS A THERAPEUTIC REFERRAL? 
A Therapeutic Referral for Day Care services is a referral 


made by a Family Physician, Paediatrician, Public Health 
Nurse, Social Worker, or any other appropriate professional. 


One or more of the following criteria may constitute the need 

for Therapeutic Day Care: 

ie Child management difficulties (i.e. discipline, daily stitial) 
OR 

= Parental Relief 

OR 

= A child who appears delayed in his/her development 
OR 

= A child who has a developmental or physical handicap 
OR 

# A child who is at risk 
OR 


= A major family crisis (i.e. separation, etc.) 


REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
SUPPORT SERVICES DIVISION/SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
DAY CARE SUBSIDY PROGRAMME 
& PRIORIZATION OF CLIENT GROUPS SERVICED 

PRIORITY LISTING 


1. Single parent working 


2. Two Parent Working 


3. Therapeutic 

4. Single Parent attending school 
5. Single Barsnt looking for work 
6. Two Parent looking for work 


7. Two Parent attending school 


High risk and IPP children are moved immediately into subsidized 
spaces and are not wait-listed 


THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


SY Support Services Division Mailing Address: THERAPEUTIC DAY CARE 
119 King Street West, 12th Floor ; P.O. Box 910, REFERRAL FORM 
iS Hamilton, Ontano Hamilton, Ontario LBN 3V9 
INSTRUCTIONS: 


This form is to be completed by the referring agency or individual and returned to: Support 
Services Division, Region of Hamilton-Wentworth, 119 King Street West, Box 910, Hamilton, 
Ontario, L8N 3V9. All information will be held in confidence. 


es 


Child's Name Date of Birth Sexe 
Mother's Name Father's Name 
Siblings: Name Date of Birth Sex 
Name Date of Birth Sex. 
Name Date of Birth Sex 
Address Postal Code 
Telephone: Home Work 
Type of Programme Suggested: CIFull Day J Half Day L)Private Home Day Care 


Name of Centre if already selected or ongoing 


Date of most recent office visit 


What is the nature of the child's and/or family's problem? 


i 


In what way do you feel that (further) involvement in a day care or nursery school will 
help the above situation? 


i 
i 


i 


In what way is the parent to participate in the preschool programme? (parent group, 
working with the children, etc.) 


a 
i 


i 


If the parent is not (to be) involved in the programme, please explain. 


i 


6. As the monitor of this child's and/or family's progress in the program, I, or my © 
designate, shall be involved with this family in the following capacity: 


7. What is the anticipated length of time that day care or nursery school will be required? 


[] Six months [J One year , [_] Longer 


8. What is the anticipated length of time of your involvement? 


9. If long-term involvement with this family is anticipated, please indicate what else is being 
done for this family, i.e. family enabler in the home, marital counselling, homemaker. 


10. Please indicate names of other professionals involved with this family: @ 


11. Are the above resources aware of this referral for day care? C] Yes [] No 


12. Additional comments: 


Name of Referring Person in Full (please print) 
Professional Title 


Designated Monitor (if applicable) 


Agency Telephone 
Address Postal Code 

Date of Referral Signature of Referring Person 
DLD 


SS 118-P 


THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


> poperi aa cere De ee Mailing Address: THERAPEUTIC DAY 
119 King Street West, 12th Floor P.O. Box 910. 

4 ZI Hamilton, Ontario Hamilton, Ontano UN 3v9 CARE REVIEW 
SECTION A: To be completed by Support Services 
cH rae Date of Birth Sex 

DD MM YY; 

Mother's Name Father's Name 
Address Telephone 


Name of Day Care Attended 


SECTION B: To be completed by Referring Agency or individual 
1. a) Based on your recent assessment of this child and his/her family, do you feel that 
day care is still required? 
ClYes ([)No Uncertain (detail) 
b) Anticipated length of time of your involvement 


c) Type of Program suggested: 
(J Full Day (_) Half Day - (J Private Home day Care 


d): Date of most recent office visit: 


2. What goals do you hope to accomplish by recommending further day care attendance? 


i 


t improvements have been noted since the child began in the program? 


a EE 
4. Has the parent(s) been participating in the preschool program on a regular basis? 
() Yes (J No (J Uncertain (detail) 


5. a) Is there a regular contact between yourself and the supervisor of the day care centre? 


CJ Yes [No 


b) Would you find such communication helpful? [) Yes No 


6. Please indicate names of other professionals working with the family: 


a E 


7. Additional comments: 


EE 
uw ee EEE eee 

Name of Referring Person in Full 

Professional Title 


Designated Monitor (if applicable) 


Agency eae 


Telephone 


> $A 


Date : Signature 


Please return to: Support Services Division, Department of Social Services, 
Region of Hamilton-Wentworth, P.O.Box 910, Hamilton, Ontario. L8N 3V9 


DLD SS 119-P 


THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


Suppor Senices Division Mailing Address: 
119 King Street West, 12th Floor P.O. Box 910, THERAPEUTIC DAY CARE 
Hamuiton, Ontario Hamilton, Ontario LAN 3V9 PROGRESS REPORT 


\E 


ON A: To be completed by Support Services 
Child's Name Date of Birth 


Parent's Name(s) 
Address Telephone Number 
Name of Day Care/Nursery Date child began programme 


SECTION B: To be completed by Day Care Provider 


1. Does the child attend on a regular basis? [|] Yes [] No (If not, give reason, i.e., 
poor health, not ready for pick up) 


2. Is the parent involved in the centre on a regular basis? [] Yes [.] No 
If yes, does he/she: 
- participate weekly in the children's program? [J Yes C) No 
- attend parent meetings? [] Yes [] No 


- maintain some contact with the centre as to the child's progress? [] Yes [_] No 


Why was the child referred to day care or nursery school? (i.e., language delay, 
socialization, poor parent-child interaction, etc.) 


4. In relation to the original need for a preschool programme, do you feel that the child/ 
family is benefitting from involvement in your programme? If so, state how. 


5. Briefly describe the child's strengths and any areas of concern: 
a. Physical (gross motor) 


Physical (fine motor) 


b. Cognitive 


SS SS SR TE LES SET ELT ELE IE BS Se EEE DGS IONE IEE EF AOE IDI IIE WE EEE I DICE PGE AS PGES ASS SE eS ee 

a ET ESET LYN REEL SEES IS SEI STE IE IN SON AT IO A OIE FEE EES EOE TIES PIE ETE 2 SEE GR OT 
Q c. Language 

EI EE TE EP IT ESTEE BSE EOE A EEL NEI USE "ANE OAS IEE EE AES 


d. Social , ts 


e. Emotional t 


6. Do you have any concerns about parent/child interaction? 


7. Has the referring agent contacted you re: this child and his/her family? taal Yes [_] No 
If yes, has he/she: 


- discussed the parent's participation in your programme? CJ Yes fe] No 
- given information to assist in individual programming for the child? [] Yes [aa] No 
- discussed the child's family's progress? [J Yes [] No 


Would more involvement of the referring agent be helpful in programming for the child 
and/or family? [_] Yes [] No 


8. Do you feel that it is in the child's family's best interest to continue in the day care 
or nursery school for another six months? State why. 


9. Additional comments 


Print Name of Supervisor Signature of Supervisor 


Date of Report 
DD MM YY 


* Note: If you have any additional comments, please attach them to this sheet. 


Return to: Support Services Division 
Hamilton-Wentworth Social Services Department 


P.O. Box 910 ee 
Hamilton, Ontario . ; 
L8N 3V9 
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(PIs ICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 
Ruth Greenwood 
AGENDA Hamilton Public Library 
2nd Fl., 55 York Blvd. 
DATE: FRIDAY, AUGUST 6, 1993 Hamilton, Ontario 
L8R 3K1 
TIME: 9:00 A.M. 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR 


REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 


DETERMINATION OF GUIDING PRINCIPLES (FRAMEWORK) 
(Report from small working group) 


UPDATE OF TASK FORCE WORKPLAN 
(Revise targets and dates) 


INFORMATION ITEM: CHILD CARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 
HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


UPDATE FROM MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY AND SOCIAL 
SERVICES 


STAFF REPORT 
OTHER BUSINESS 


ADJOURNMENT 


dct f 


MINUTES OF THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


The Day Care Task Force met on Friday, July 16, 1993 at 9:00 a.m., 15th Floor 
Committee Room, Regional Offices. 


Present: Chairman (Councillor) D. Agostino 
Vice-Chairman L. Russell 
M. Baker, J. Powell-Fralick, W. Campbell, J. Kleefstra, 
J. Clinton, S. Church, S. McDonald, M. McLaughlin 


Absent with Regrets: Councillor T. Jackson, J. Aquin, J. Pacey, C. Firth 

Also Present: J. Soldera, M. Gallagher, C. Biggs 

als REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 
(McDonald/Church) 
That the Minutes of the June 23, 1993 meeting of the Day Care Task Force be 
approved. CARRIED. 


a: DETERMINATION OF GUIDING PRINCIPLES (FRAMEWORK) 
The Task Force discussed strategies for setting the Guiding Principles. _ _.- - 


Must consider cost implications 

Address the intrusiveness aspects 

Administrative - more staff needed 

Prepare report saying what the Task Force think Child Care should be for 
children, parents 

® Provide Council with choices/alternatives to choose 


The Task Force considered establishing a small working group to develop a similar 
framework for guiding principles as presented in the 1990 Metro Comprehensive 
Review of Child Care and review possible cost implications. 


Leslie Russell assumed the Chair. 


The Task Force then agreed to review the Guiding Principles of Metro Toronto as 
a whole. 


Day Care Task Force Minutes July 16, 1993 


® Lobby members of Council to express concern re: cuts in day care i.e., 
$32,000 cut means $150,000 cut 


e Expenditures control, revenue reduction and condition/unconditional grants 
and social contract . 


@ —-—sCDevelop rationale of why user fees are being rejected 

e In some municipalities, parent can pay user fee or contribution, whichever 
is greater 

e Identified big issues/problems with user fees - should be revisited 


The following meeting dates were set for the working group: 


July 22 - 9:15 a.m. 
July 28 - 1:00 p.m. 


e Need something in writing to look at - Martha to work with Jane in putting 
some information together. 


4. OTHER BUSINESS ee eee 
The Task Force received for information, a copy of a report which was considered 
by the Health and Social Services Committee at its meeting of Tuesday, July 13, 


1993 respecting "Concerns Regarding the Provincial Direction in Child Care 
Reform". 


The meeting adjourned at 11:10 a.m. 


Chairman 


Secretary 
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Concerns raised included: 


e Child care should be first and foremost for the family as a unit 
e Why do we have a subsidized system? 
@ = Who should be subisidized? 


After trying to deliberate on the first guiding priniciple, it was agreed to re-visit the 
establishment of a small working group consisting of the following members to 
look at Guiding Principles within the Regional perspective/role: | 


Martha McLaughlin, Sandra McDonald, Jean Clinton, Leslie Russell 
and Jessica Kleefstra 


3. COMPARISON OF USER FEES 


The Task Force discussed the issue of User Fees and the following points were 
made: 


e lf a user fee was charged, does the Region would take that into 
~ consideration when establishing per diem? 


e The Task Force discussed the range of per diems being paid for i.e. 
preschoolers and what is the relationship between these per diems - 
reshuffling of spaces 


e Do parents appreciate the service more if they are paying a user fee? 

e -Would the system of User Fees hurt a family? 

e What is the intent to implement User Fees? Who will collect - Operator - 
Municipality? 


e Who would be eligible to pay/not pay User Fees? 


® Does it generate enough revenue? 

@ User Fees generate revenue 

e People use system in a frivolous way 

@ In these times, any savings will go toward offsetting costs. 


' REGION OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
- RECOMMENDATION - 


DATE: — 1993 June 28 


REPORT TO: Chairman and Members 
Health and Social Services Committee 


FROM: Mr. M. J. Schuster 


Commissioner of Social Services 


SUBJECT: CHILD CARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR HAMILTON- 
WENTWORTH 


RECOMMENDATION: 


a) That the Association of Agencies for Treatment and Development oo Child 
& Care Coordination Program Proposal be received; 


b) That staff be authorized to participate on the Child Care Advisory Committee. 
c) That this report be forwarded to the Child Care Task Force for information, 


a eo 
M. J. Schuster 


FINANCIAL/STAFFING/LEGAL IMPLICATIONS: 
None. 
BACKGROUND: 


Planning for the development and coordination of child care services in The Regional 

Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth has traditionally occurred on an ad hoc sectoral basis. 

Various planning and coordinating bodies have often emerged to respond to specific issues 

arising in our community. The present Regional Day Care Task Force is an example of this 

type of group - having a specific mandate, goals and life span. Other groups have been 

formed in previous years in a similar manner, i.e., the Social Planning and Research 
© Council’s Child Care Advisory Committee which met from 1988 until 1990. 


<9 


Groups such as the AATD Special Needs Preschoolers Network, and the Community Child 
Abuse Council are long standing groups which have planning and coordination functions 
relating to and impacting on the child care sector in a direct and indirect manner. 


The Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth has supported and participated in the 
work of these groups and from time to time has received recommendations from these 
planning and coordinating bodies. 


As part of the Child Care Reform process, the Ministry of Community and Social Services 
identified the need for local service planning which would include community participation 
by parents, providers and other community members. 


Furthermore, the Reform consultation paper stressed that child care services "should be 
responsive to local needs, reflect local priorities, and be integrated into the broader system 
of services to support the healthy development of children." 


The Region’s response to both PMSSR (1990) and to the Child Care Reform document 
(June 1992) supported the development of a local advisory committee on child care. 


As part of the Ministry of Community and Social Services Hamilton Child Care 
Management Plan - January 1993 (in context of the Ontario Child Care Management 
Framework), staff from the Ministry Area Office in consultation with Regional staff initiated 
activities to establish a planning body responsible for-the-comprehensive coordinated 
planning for child care. 


The Ministry of Community and Social Services approached AATD, the co-ordinating and 
planning body for children’s services in Hamilton-Wentworth, to facilitate this process and 
to serve as the “host” agency for this body. This is consistent with the Ministry approaching 
other children’s planning bodies in the Province to co-ordinate the planning of child care 
services. 


This direction was supported by a report from the Social Planning and Research Council 
which was received by Regional Council on July 21, 1991. 


The attached proposal outlines the Child Care Advisory Committee’s mandate, terms of 
reference, proposed membership staffing and budget. 


Mr. Gary Michaluk, Executive Director, AATD; Ms. Martha McLaughlin, Child Care 
Coordinator, AATD; and Mr. Winston Campbell, Program Supervisor, Ministry of 
Community and Social Services, will be available to respond to any questions by Committee 
members. : 


Prepared by: Jane Soldera, Director of Support Services 


A-GENCIES for 
_ TREATMENT and 
@ D EVELOPMENT 


1057 Main Street West, HAMILTON, Ontario L8S 1B7 Telephone 522-5801 Fax 522-6422 


A.A.T.D. 
CHILD CARE CO-ORDINATION PROGRAM 


APRIL 1993 


SERVICES WORKING CO-OPERATIVELY FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH 


A.A.T.D. CHILD CARE CO-ORDINATION PROGRAM 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 
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AAT.D. CHILD CARE CO-ORDINATION PROGRAM 


1 BACKGROUND 


Over the years, the role and Importance of child care has evolved and changed 
significantly. As stated in the Apri 1987 Provincial Throne Speech, child care was 
recognized as both a vital economic and social issue affecting most families with young 
children.. Since that time, a number of reports, including New Directions for Child Care 
(1987), Ontario Child Health Study - Children at Risk (1990), Children First (1990), Better 
Beginnings, Better Futures (1990), Child Care Reform in Ontario - Setting the Stage 
(1992), Hamitton-Wentworth Preschool Services Prevention Planning Initiative (1992), An 
Analysis of Child Care Needs in Hamilton-Wentworth (1992) and Ontario Child Care 
Management Framework (1992), have addressed and promoted the role of child care in 
the lives of Ontario children and their families. 


The Child Care Reform consultation paper introduced by the provincial government in 
1992, outlines four guiding principles for child care reform. These four principles are as 
follows: a 

* quality is the comerstone of the child care system; 

¢ child care services must be affordable; 

° child care services must be accessible; 

* the child care system must be soundly managed. 
A reality in Ontario is that the current system supporting the delivery of child care services 


is fragmented, often poorty co-ordinated and limited in its capacity to respond to a local 
community's needs. : . 


Sra 


Many of these documents address a need to promote a co-ordinated approach to child 
care with greater involvement of community stakeholders in collaboration with funding 
bodies. These papers also identify the need to integrate the delivery of child care 
services within the broad spectrum of children’s services, induding education, mental 


health and recreation. 


In 1988 the Special Needs Preschoolers Network became established as a subcommittee 
of A.A.T.D., thus enhancing the profile of preschool children and their care needs within 


our community. 


In response to an identified community need for enhanced collaboration and co-ordination 
with the provision of services to children (Prevention Initiative, S.P.R.C. papers), the 
Network has established itself as a body to provide and enhance our community's ability 
to provide for its preschool children and their families who present with special needs. 


The Hamiiton-Wentworth Preschool Services Prevention Planning Initiative (June 1992) 
recommended the following: 


° that the Hamilton-Wentworth community develop a more pro-active approach to the 
development of child care services to promote a balanced distribution of services; 


° that individuals and organizations invoived in the provision of services to preschool 
children initiate centrally co-ordinated processes for resource management that will 
facilitate development of flexible programs directed at consumer needs and wiil 
make needed and timely professional information and supports available to service 
providers and families across the Region. 


The Social Planning and Research Council Child Care Advisory Committee produced a 
paper in July 1992, entitled, “An Analysis of Child Care Needs in Hamilton-Wentworth’. 
In terms of co-ordination and planning, the Committee stated “there was a need to better 
co-ordinate child care services with other components of the children’s services system. 
Given the importance of this issue, it was suggested that the role of the Association of 
Agencies for Treatment and Development (A.A.T.D.) be SORE with respect to the 
planning of child care services”. 


pai 


The provincial government has identified its commitment to the integration of special 
needs children into community programs, however, integration should not be pursued at 
the expense of the learning needs of any child. The Network is well positioned to support 
issues El to special needs children, their families and care providers. 


Over the past year, in response to the Child Care Reform Paper, round table discussions 
across the province have occurred. A.A.T.D. participated in those discussions last year. 
As stated, one of the central recommendations of the report Is the need for the co- 
ordination and planning of child care services in the community. One option that emerged 
from the round table discussions was that local children’s co-ordinating bodies may be 


able to provide such co-ordination. 


A.A.T.D., as the regional children’s services co-ordinating body, is therefore well | 
positioned to co-ordinate child care services in Hamilton-Wentworth. By developing a 
local Child Care Advisory Committee, A.A.T.D. wouid be able to support community 
_ planning through the development of partnership and collaborative relationships to 
respond to local child care needs. Such a committee under the auspices of AAT.D. 
would promote the integration of child care services within the broader system of 
children’s services to support the healthy development of our community's children. 


Jai 


PROGRAM MANDATE AND TERMS OF REFERENCE 


Mandate 
The program will be responsible for the co-ordination, planning and development of child 


care services for Hamilton-Wentworth. 


Program Description 
A Child Care Advisory Committee consisting of broad-based community representation 


will be established to carry out the program's mandate. It will be a sub-committee of 
A.A.T.D. and will carry out its functions in accordance with the principles, policies and 
procedures of AAT.D. 


The Child Care Co-ordinator will provide saning and support to the Advisory Committee. 


Program functions will neude: 


(a) 
(D) 


(c) 


(d) 
(e) 


(f) 


(9) 


identifying needs and gaps in service and establishing local prionties; 


establishing relationships and understanding among consumers, service providers, 
the Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth and Ministries in order to promote 
community co-ordination and a timely and beneficial response to issues which may 
be Identified by the Ministry of Community and Social Services, the Regional 
Municipality, local service providers or consumers, 


provide advice, review and develop recommendations which will be presented to 
the Administration Team and Ministry of Community and Social Services. The 
advice and/or recommendations wiil also be presented to the Regional Municipality 
as the funding partner with M.C.S.S. for child care services in Hamilton-Wentworth. 
As well, they will be available to the general public, 


developing program planning and evaluation tools for funders; 


integrating the delivery of child care services within the spectrum of children’s and 
family services using a muiti-disciplinary approach, | 


examining the possibility of developing a data collection system; 


facilitating the development of training and ae opportunities such as 
seminars, workshops and forums; 


(h) establishing sub-committees, task forces and working groups as required. 


(i) providing advocacy to ensure the provision of an affordable, soundly managed and 
quality child care system. | 


ii RELATIONSHIP TO SPECIAL NEEDS PRESCHOOLERS NETWORK 


Since the establishment of S.N.P.N. in 1982, it has grown to become a consortium of 
agencies and organizations dealing with special needs children, their families and the staff 
who work with them. In 1988 S.N.P.N. became a sub-committee of A.A.T.D. This group 
has become a catalyst for networking among child care services regarding special needs 
preschool children. In order to determine S.N.P.N's relationship to the proposed Child 
Care Advisory Committee, A.A.T.D. staff is in the process of consulting with S.N.P.N. to 
discuss options regarding its future role. S.N.P.N. is seen as having a vested interest in 
a range of issues related to child care within our community. The experience and 
perspective of this group will provide valuable assistance in the development of a child 


care advisory committee. 


Nv. 
PROPOSED MEMBERSHIP FOR THE CHILD CARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE” 


(1) 
(2) 
(3) 


(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
(10) 
(11) 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 


(15) 
(16) 
(17) 
(18) 
(19) 
(20) 


Consumers/Informed Citizens/Child Care Advocacy Groups (2) 

Ministry of Community and Social Services 

Hamilton-Wentworth Regional Health & Social Services (2) 

- Support Services Division 

- Nursing Division 

Care Providers (for profit/not for profit) (2) 

ChildFamily Resource Centres 

Mohawk College - Early Childhood Education Department 

Private Home Day Care 

Boards of Education (3) 

Co-op Council 

French Language Representative 

Recreation 

After School Child Care 

Special Needs Preschoolers Network 

Specialized Programs (eg. support services such as speech and language, 
pathology and segregated programs) (2) 

Paediatrician 
Family Medicine 
Resource Teachers 
Ministry of Housing 
Employment Sector — 
Association of Early Childhood Educators of Ontario (A.E.C.E.0.) - Hamilton 
Branch 


Wherever possible representatives will be drawn from as many different 
agencies/service providers in order to achieve a balanced representation from our 
community. 


It is understood that these representatives would have responsibility for assisting 
the committee with the co-ordination and planning of events Invoiving informed 
citizens/chikd care advocacy groups. . 


A.A.T.D. reserves the right to approve the membership structure of the Child Care 
Advisory Committee. 


The committee will consult and/or liaise with the community resources relevant to 
the issue as required. 


The committee may modify its functions and membership as required in order to 


fulfill its mandate. Such changes must be approved by the Administration Team. 


Vi IMPACT ANALYSIS 


Until now, child care services in the Region have been fragmented and limited in their 
capacity to respond to our community's needs. For the first time in Hamilton-Wentworth, 
there would now be a single body which will provide co-ordination, planning and a broad 
based community approach for the development of ail child care services in the Region. 
This wouid: 


. identify gaps in service, priorize needs, and make recommendations. As a result, . 
such recommendations developed by the Child Care Advisory Committee will 
enable our community to plan proactively for an affordable, accessible and soundly 
managed system of quality child care services; 


. provide a logical extension of planning functions for children’s services as it 
connects the preschool world with the spectrum of children’s services. This would 
enable A.A.T.D. to plan for a continuum of care from preschool to adolescence; 


° enhance the system’s ability to respond in a timely manner to relevant issues, thus 
providing more effective and efficient use of staff/individual’s time; 

° support the community's capacity to collect and analyze data which would facilitate 
planning for future needs; 


° support the development of training programs, program planning and evaluation 
tools, and educational opportunities, thus reducing duplication and expense within 
the system; 


* . provide a mechanism for our community to respond to broader provincial initiatives 
(eg. Child Care Reform in Ontario). 


@ wis starrine 


In order to carry out the program it will be necessary to have the following staffing: 


Child Care Co-ordinator - Job Description 
The Child Care Co-ordinator is responsible to the Executive Director for. 


(1) carrying out duties in accordance with principles, policies and procedures of 
A.A.T.D. established through governing legislation, agency pclicies and practices; 


(2) supporting and enhancing the community process through the co-ordination of 
assigned committees; 


(3) supporting and enhancing the internal process and goals of the organization. 


Summary of Duties 
The Child Care Co-ordinator will: 


(1) be responsible for the co-ordination and implementation of the Child Care program; 


(2) in collaboration with the Child Care Advisory Committee, keep the Executive 
Director informed of gaps in the service system and make recommendations 
regarding appropriate actions which may be taken; 


(3) in conjunction with the Advisory Committee, take a leadership role in: 
a) identifying needs and gaps in service and establishing local priorities; 


b) using and promoting a multi-disciplinary approach to child and family 


issues; 


Cc) establishing relationships and understanding among consumers and 
service providers in order to promote community co-ordination and a 
timely and beneficial response to issues; 


d) developing and presenting Advisory Committee recommendations to the 
Executive Director, Administration Team, the Ministry of Community and 
Social Services and other relevant groups; 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 
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e) developing program planning and evaluation tools; 


f) liaising with the Information Systems Co-ordinator regarding data 
collection. 


facilitating the development and provision of training and educational opportunities 
such as seminars, workshops, conferences and forums; 


participating in regular professional development opportunities, including training, 
conferences, regular supervision and performance reviews; 


assuming such other duties as may be assigned by the Executive Director. 


244 


Secretary - Job Description 
The Secretary is responsible to the Senior Secretary for. 


(1) 


(2) 
(3) 


carrying out duties in accordance with principles, policies and procedures of 
A.A.T.D. established through goveming legisiation, agency policies and practices; 


supporting and enhancing the internal process and goals of the organization; 


carrying out duties in a manner consistent with professional standards. 


Summary of Duties 
The Secretary will: 


(1) 


provide professional support staff services when answering the telephone, taking 
messages and/or greeting visitors; | 


record minutes of meetings and type minutes, letters and reports; 


provide proficient input/output on the word processor of records, reports, letters, 
minutes and other material as required from written or dictated sources; 


operate equipment in the pursuit of the above duties as appropriate (eg. word 
processors, computers, copies, etc). 


file and maintain agency records; 

carry out tasks related to agency meetings or functions; 

adhere to coverage schedules as assigned; 

provide data input as assigned with respect to agency database; 


assume such other duties as may be assigned by the Senior Secretary. 
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figs _e wewausuirALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
1493 DAY CARE TASK FORCE 
AGENDA 
URBAN MONIC 
DATE: FRIDAY, JULY 16, 1993 | 
Jul: 1993) 
TIME: 9:00 A.M. 


GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR 


1. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 


2. DETERMINATION OF GUIDING PRINCIPLES (FRAMEWORK) 
(* Note: Please come to the meeting prepared with suggestions) 


3. COMPARISON OF USER FEES: Information distribution June 23, 
1993) 


4. UPDATE OF TASK FORCE WORKPLAN 
(Revise targets and dates) 


5. UPDATE FROM MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY AND SOCIAL 
SERVICES 


6. STAFF REPORT 


7. OTHER BUSINESS 


8. ADJOURNMENT 


MINUTES OF THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


The Day Care Task Force met on Wednesday, June 23, 1993 at 9:00 a.m. in the 15th 
Floor Committee Room, Regional Offices. 


Present: Councillor D. Agostino 
L. Russell, J. Pacey, S. McDonald, N. Westbury, J. Aquin, 
W. Campbell, J. Kleefstra, C. Firth, J. Clinton 


Absent with regrets: Councillor T. Jackson, S. Church, M. McLaughlin, J. Powell- 
Fralick, M. Baker 


Also present: J. Soldera, C. Biggs 


ie MINUTES OF THE DAY CARE TASK FORCE MEETING OF JUNE 4, 1993 


(Westbury/Firth) 
Be received and adopted as presented. CARRIED. 


2. INTRODUCTION OF NEW COMMITTEE SECRETARY 
Introduction of Carolyn Biggs as Secretary to the Day Care Task Force. 

3. DETERMINATION OF GUIDING PRINCIPLES (FRAMEWORK) 

4. REVIEW OF PRESENT DAY CARE SUBSIDY PROGRAMME: CLIENT GROUPS 
SERVICED (CATEGORIES AND PRIORITIES) 


Items 3 and 4 of the agenda were discussed jointly. The following are some points 
which were made during a lengthy discussion on these items: 


@ Intent to obtain overall discussion/feedback to establish what purpose of 
Task Force is 

® Framework required to base decisions 

® (Lesley) - a good starting point would be to get a flavour of what the 
Region thinks is the basis for providing child care subsidy 

® Child care subsidy is based on two criteria: financial eligibility and actual 
need of the client - why? 

@ What is the percentage of children in licence or private home day care are 


subsidized opposed to total number in day care 
e Current guidelines have been in place since Council approval in 1985 
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(Jean) One of the conclusions in the information from the survey was the 
impression that making a referral to daycare was considered treatment and 
overwhelming feeling of daycare people is that it is not - they are very 
overworked - no money or resources to deal with problem children; given 
message very Clearly to health care (Jean) 

(Lesley) Clustering of therapeutic referrals in some centres which adds to 
the stress level 

(Norm) Some centres take on therapeutic referrals which normally do not 
when a freeze is going to occur - another cause of stress 

(Lesley) Probably some conflict between fairness - parents vs. best 
interests of children vs. viability of the centre 

With the exception of special needs children, put fairness to the parents at 
the top of the list 

Subsidies are not tied to the centre; tied to number of children 


Lesley Russell assumed the chair. 


(Jane) Will try to secure from other municipalities how the issue of per diem 
is addressed - i.e., the relationship between municipalities and operators 
(Lesley) The notion that a parent has many choices is an illusion - narrow 
down choices for children - choice in a fairly narrow scope 

What is in the best interests of the parent is in the best of interests is the 
child 

Quick sense from group respecting existing priority listing - in agreement? 
(Jan) What happens to priority list when looking at issues of per diem and 
25% ratio vs. single parent/two-parent - cut off by wage ceiling? 

(Jean) Important to recognize that the assumption that all day cares are 
going to approach difficulties in the same way 

(Jean) Drive to have families rely less on social assistance. Do we, aS a 
group, need to look at single parent vs. two parents 


O Make sure that families have the opportunity to find work; train for 
work 

O In some ways, to get work means to get less money - whole 
dilemma 


In the past, the theory has been that if an individual takes a lesser paying 
job, they are further ahead to stay home and be eligible for social 
assistance 
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(Jean) What are some of underlying principles - do we want to have as 
many people working with children attended to, or reinforce families who 
are able to work without requiring other assistance. Same with what are 
priorities - child priority or family issues 

(Norm) Working families as opposed to non-working families 

(Jane) Consider as well that no one is finding a job in one month 

Find direction on how we treat client eligibility when client is on strike or laid 
Off 


Consensus: 


O Need to decide as a whole where we are at and by looking at entire 

picture 

Check out UIC guidelines - may set up recommendations to Council 

Eliminate need for priority by fine tuning financial restrictions 

What is the impact of any recommendations from the Task Force 

Should look at therapeutic referrals because emphasis is on the 

child, where previous issues have been on family 

O Assuming that there is a need for a priority list, any serious 
reservations about priority list? 

O Question why No. 3 (Therapeutic) is not No. 1 


OFO5OCO 


O First and foremost is the child, second are the people already on the 
system 

O review therapeutic 

O identify issue of placement for therapeutic 

Therapeutic : 

O Client for therapeutic also has to meet financial eligibility need 

O What other resources are available for therapeutic for day care 
centres? 

O Present legislation does not recognize or address the issue of 
therapeutically-placed children or families 

O Legislation allows municipalities to subsidize children for "social 
reasons" - not well defined | 

O Municipalities have developed definition of "therapeutically-referred" 
children 

O The Region has one staff person who follows up on therapeutic 
referrals 

O Therapeutic referrals are accepted from family physicians, 
pediatricians, public health nurses, social workers 

O Referral professional has to be actively involved with the child 
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O (Lesley) Subsidies are not different for therapeutic, but they are 
different for special needs - should there be a differential rate 
O Resource teacher is provided to centres for special needs children 
6 Review of Referral Form 
O Professional must indicate nature of the child’s problem 
O After completed, if further investigation is warranted, meeting is 


arranged with referring agent and family, followed by approval or 
non-approval 


O Day care centre is aware if child is placed for therapeutic 

O Information on form is confidential, but day care centre is aware of 
who made the referral 

O Complete financial eligibility - what needs are, what centres in their 


area have the types of things required i.e., women’s group or 
mothers’ group - region does not direct - parent has to participate in 
some way 

O What is expected of the centre - centre’s responsibility if they wish to 
know the wishes of the referring centre - rate of 5 to 7 on Harms and 
Clifford (program quality rating scale) rating sale in order to have 
resource teach for special needs 


O Other forms - referring agent must connect at least six month 
intervals 

O Day care centre is also expected to complete a progress report 

O Child care centre should be as involved because centre must also 


report back to the Region - oblige centre to fill in progress report, but 
centre is left out in communications between the referring agent and 


a 


the Region 
fe) Therapeutic referrals - Region should take a more pro-active role 
O Child Care Reform Act will be expanding definition of "special needs" 
child 


Si: COMPARISON OF USER FEES 


Jane Soldera distributed material relating to User Fee - Day Care Subsidies in 
Halton, London, Niagara, Ottawa-Carlton and Toronto for the Task Force to review. 


6. UPDATE OF TASK FORCE WORK PLAN 


No action. 
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ie UPDATE FROM MINISTRY 


Winston Campbell provided the following information: 


a Number of day care spaces in Hamilton-Wentworth: 3,341 full time 
1,531 1/2 day 

* Home child care system: No numbers 

e 1338.5 spaces in licensed day care programs 


8. OTHER BUSINESS 
Date of next meeting: Friday, July 16, 1993 
9:007a.m); 
15th Floor Committee Room 
Regional Offices 
Come to next meeting with ideas re: principles 


The Task Force adjourned at 11:50 a.m. 


Chairman 


Secretary 


USER FEE - DAY CARE SUBSIDY 


MUNICIPALITY:REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HALTON 


USER FEE: YES (Charged daily per child) 
MINIMUM: $2.00 
USER FEE IN ADDITION TO ADI: LES 


USER FEE CHARGED TO ALL CLIENTS: YES 


’ NOTE: e Detail work sheet attached. The Municipality is presently reviewing 


that policy. 
® The Municipality has a Minimum Fee/or per diem anda variable per 


diem as opposed to "user fee" (terminology issue). 


Social Services (= 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM ” 


Children’s Services Division 


LO: Children’s Services Management Team, Resource Teachers, Child Care 
Representatives, Adelina Urbanski 


FROM: Karen Sheremeta 
DATE: March 18, 1993 
RE: Minimum Per Diem Change Effective February 1, 1993 


Families where the sole source of income is social 
assistance. 


Families where one or both parents are working 
who in the Determination of Available Income 
have $100.00 or less left after calculating the 
monthly income less budgeting items (line 27 of 
the Ministry of Community and Social Services 
Form 0726) or families who are in receipt of 
social assistance in addition to earned income. 


Families where one or both parents are working 
and whose available monthly income is $104.40 or 
less (as determined on line 29 of the Ministry of 
Community and Social Services Form 0726) 


$2.00 For families in receipt of financial assistance and 
(Variable have a variable per diem ie. $4.81 or greater. 
$4.81 or Staff should add the fee of $2.00 to each variable 
greater) - per diem up to $1.00 of the full fee costs. 


CC: Karen Otto, Finance Department 
_AO\PERDIEMS 


VSER FER = DAY CARE SUBSIDY 


MUNICIPALITY: CITY OF LONDON 


USER. BEE: YES 
MINIMUM: $1.75 
USER FEE IN ADDITION TO ADI: NO 


USER CREE CHARGED 10 AbE GLIENTS:” YES * 


NOTE: e Details attached 


Exceptions noted in attachment 


Feb, 1992 


CITY OF LONDON 
POLICY MANUAL 


Transportation 


Insurance 
(Property & Life) 
Telephone 

Coin Laundry 


Debt 


Child Care 
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The current cost of a 
bus pass where public 
transit is used and 
double the current cost 
of a bus pass where a 
pfivate vehicle is 
required. 


Actual, 


Actual cost of basic 
black telephone service. 


Actual, up to $25.00 per 
household. 


No allowance to be 
made. 


Actual cost, where 
unusual child care costs 
are neéecéssary to 
maintain employment. 


EXEMPTION ON EARNINGS MONTHLY NET EARNINGS 


25% 
20% 
15% 
10% 
5% 
0% 


$ 0-500 
501 - 600 
601 - 700 
701 - 800 
801 - 900 
901 - higher 


That a user fee, calculated annually and approved by City 
Council, will be charged for all children in care, whether or 
not there is available income based on the completion of 
the Form 0726. At the discretion of the Administration, in 
cases of extreme hardship, the minimum user fee may be 


decreased or waived. 


That the Administration will only authorize the transfer of 
children between child care centres when the parent has 
made arrangements for the payment of outstanding fees at 
the former centre. In the case of extreme hardship or 


SER PEE = DAY CARE SUBSIDY 


MUNICIPALITY: REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF NIAGARA 


USER FEE: YES 
USER FEE IN ADDITION TO ADI: NO 


USER FEE CHARGED TO ALL CLIENTS: YES * 


NOTE: e User Fees charged as summarized below 


Care/Month (paymnt/mth) | (paymnt/mth) | More 
[adaysjwk [9 ——[sa00_ | siaao | $180 


* Exceptions: - High School Student (Adolescent Moms) 


- Or if in re-training programme with no allowances available 


e No user fee to jobsOntario clients 


* User fee based on days enroled not days attended 


USER FEE - DAY CARE SUBSIDY 


-MUNICIPALITY:REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLTON 


USER FEE: YES (Charges Monthly Per Family) 


USER FEE IN ADDITION TO ADI: NO 


USER FEE CHARGED TO ALL CLIENTS: NO 


NOTE: ® Policy implemented February 1, 1993 


e The user fee assessment is based on family size and Stats Canada 
Poverty Level Thresholds. 


e If the parent’s net yearly income is over the maximum for the family 
size, she/he would pay the minimum of $20.00 or higher, depending on 
the available monthly income (needs test). 


e Detailed work sheet attached 


® 


GUIDELINE REPORT CHANGES = PENDING 


COUNC ROVAL 


JANUARY 1993 


CHANGES EFFECTIVE PEBRUARY 1, 1993 


Ba Subsidy for parents earning less than the net yearly poverty 
level threshold: 


MINIMUM FEE 
a eee ee cen Pe ean 
i ee ee ee ey 
}-—_—_+___|_e= 25,99 _{_26,000__ 


Beene ee 28,499 28,500 
ee ee 
See Te! 36,000 


*9 AND MORE 
*ADD $2,500.00 FOR EACH ADDITIONAL PERSON 


II. FBA/GWA RECIPIENTS WITH INCOME 


- complete family information and Part I (monthly income) 
of the Form I 


/ 


= continue with the completion of Part II (expenses) if the 
applicants earn more than the net yearly poverty level 
threshold 


ACY, (Biche sie useot fr Wea Bigs Tp ek aes 


(as Sac fy Get sti: fe 3S of mw Kk, (Are © 
(bs high rint re ey our dena Ke 4 llewed 
Ley net year fy fee ON Ree el ses | Wee 
Cer 
id Soecaf yooblemns. 


SER FEE - DAY CARE IDY 


MUNICIPALITY: METROPOLITAN TORONTO 


USER _ FEE: YES (Daily per child) 
MINIMUM: $1.00 
USER FEE IN ADDITION TO ADI: YES 


USER FEE CHARGED TO ALL CLIENTS: NO 


NOTE: e Details attached~ ~~~ 
e Toronto has developed a "Basic Daily Family Fee plus a Minimum User Fee" 
Fees are calculated as follows: 
(1) Total Monthly Income - 2 X Basic Needs = Net Taxable Income 
(line 8 on form 1) (line 9 on form 1) 


(2) Net Taxable Income X 17% = Basic Monthly Fee 


(3) Basic Monthly Fee + 21.75 = Basic Daily Family Fee 
or 
(line 29 on form 1 if this is greater) 


(4) In addition a $1.00 Minimum User Fee for each child in care is added 
to the Basic Daily Family Fee. 


City Hall, East Tower, 5th Floor 


Toronto, Ontario, Canada MSH 2N1 oye OF 


Telephone: (416) 392-8302 
Ben R. Richmond, Commissioner 


February 3, 1992 


To: 
From: 


Subject 


Community Services and Housing Committee 
Commissioner of Community Services 


Increased User Fees for Subsidized Child Care 


Recommendations 


It is recommended that 


(1) 


anv increase in the 199! level of provincial child care sudsidy be used to offset 
the 1992 cost sharing shortfall and reduce the level of additional revenue 
required to be raised from increases to the user fees of clients eligible for 
subsidized child care; 


ee 5} he method oF calculating user fees for clients eligible for subsidized child care 


(3) 


(4) 


(3) 


be revised from the current needs test approach to a geared-to-income model 
which includés a minimum user fee; 


negotiations with the provincial Ministry of Community and Social Services be 
undertaken to ensure that their approval of the 1992 Children’s Services budget 
allows revenue raised as a result of the revised user fee formula to be used 
towards the elimination of the funding shortfalk . 


following clanfication of the Ministry's 1992 funding intent and by 


_Apnit I, 1992 Metropolitan Toronto replace its needs-testing approach to fee 


calculation for subsidized child care with a geared-to-income model which 
includes a minimum user fee; and that 


the appropriate Metropolitan Officials take the necessary action to give effect 
thereto. 


Background: 


At the December 17, 1991 meeting-of Community Services and Housing Committee, 
the Consultant's report on the Independent Joint Review of Subsidized Child Care Costs 
in Metropolitan Toronto was tabled. Copies of the report were circulated to members of 
the ‘child care community who had indicated their interest in public discussion of the 
findings and their- implications. At the same time, the Department also tabled with 
Committee a series of strategies to address Children’s Services funding shortfall as part of 


the 1992 Budget process. 


fouty . 
The Municipality of at es 
Metropolitan Toronto ' € 


2 
g 
Metropolitan Community Services Department % 2) ye 


_- 


At the nencaey 14, 1992 meeting of Community Services and Housing Commitee: 2 
discussion paper entided “User Fee Options for Subsidized Child Cure* was tabled. ; 
Permission was secured to circulate it to interested members of the child care community _ 
tO promote community discussion of user fee redesign. The Community Services and 
Housing Committee directed the Department “to report back in one month's time on the 
outcome of the discussions of user fee redesign, together with an implementation process 
and time line should changes in user fees be recommended by Council.” 


Consultation Process: 


Copies of the discussion paper and forms to allow interested parties to calculate the 
impact of the various fee options discussed in the paper were distributed to all programs 
under subsidy contract with Children's Services. Copies were also made available to 
members of the Day Care Advisory Committee and the Metro Coalition for Better Child 
Care. Operators and Supervisors were encouraged to discuss the proposed revisions with 
subsidized parents enrolled in their agencies and centres and to provide feedback either to 
the-Day Care Advisory Committee or directly to Metropolitan Toronto Children’s Services. 
The discussion paper and the self-calculation forms provided are shown in Appendices | 


and [I respectively. 


A special meeting of the Day Care Advisory Committee was convened on January 

. 1992 to present and discuss the options with interested members of the child care 
pelle char This meeting was attended by approximately 50 interested participants. The 
same week a community meeting in North York attended by approximately 100 operators, 
Supervisors and-staff of child care programs considered the ‘proposed fee revisions. 
Meetings with supervisory staff from all municipally operated child care programs to 
discuss the fee revision proposals were also held. A telephone survey of Day Care 
Advisory Committee representatives was done to obmin some Prelcupary p reaction to the 


proposals contained within the discussion paper. 


Results of the Consulranon Process 


Because the time available for consultation was Hmited the results reflect only 
preliminary reactions. Also, since Metropolitan Toronto has not received clarification of 
the Ministry’s funding intent for 1992, most members of the child care community were 
unwilling at this time to actively consider any fee option that generated additional revenue 
from subsidized users. There was general.consensus that a geared-to-income fee formula 
would be an improvement over the current needs test approach to fee calculation. 
However, there did not appear’ to be community support for a user fee option that 


preserved a minimum fee component. 


The ‘Day Care Advisory Committee at their January 28, 1992 meeting endorsed 
Option O in the Discussion Paper. This is the option that revises the formula for 
calculating user fees for subsidized clients by moving from a needs-test approach to a 
geared-to-income approach without increasing the level of revenue raised f rom user fees. 
Members of the Day Care Advisory Committee also indicated their interest in examining 
a wider range of options than those contained in the discussion paper and encouraged the 

ental staff to identify and analyze further permutations and combinarione of the 


two basic approaches-outlined in the paper. 


Departmental Recommendation: 


The Department concurs with the community that the current method of calculating 
user fees for subsidized clients is in need of reform. The current needs test. approach is 
not sensitive to the level of family income nor the variable of family size. It is overly 
intrusive and subjective with regards to life style choices. 


The Department agrees that a geared-to-income approach to fee calculation is more 
progressive, sensitive and equitable. The Department is also sensitive to the community 
concerns about preserving 2 Minimum user fee. Such an approach poses financial! problems 
for social assistance recipients and families of very low income. 


Having acknowledged this, the Department is also concerned about the effect of 
eliminating a minimum user fee altogether. The absence of a minimum user fee makes 
the user revenue very volatile. There can be little precision in forecasting revenue levels. 
Revenue is dependent on the income mix of clients in receipt of subsidized child care at 
ang point in time. Therefore. rather than eliminating a minimum user fee altogether the 
Department would prefer to make special provision for those clients in receipt of social 
assistance through the Special Assistance Program within the Social Services Division. 


Reraining some level of minimum user fee allows more predictability in the 
forecasting of revenue and therefore more financial.stability in the child care system. For 
this reason, the Department recommends Option A or some variation thereof. The table 
contained in Appendix III includes a variation of the original Option A outlined in the 
discussion paper. The same additional revenue can be raised through the combination of 
a 13 per cent. tax back plus a $2.00 per child minimum oser fee (original Optioa A) or 
through a 20 per cent. tax back plus a $1.00 per child minimum user fee (modified Option 
A). The difference in these two variations of the Opton A Model are found in the 
distribution of the fee changes among the subsidized clients affected. 


While the Department favours the modified Option A alternative, it does not feel that 
a specific recommendation concerning a revised user fee formula can be made until the 
provincial funding intent for 1992 has been confirmed. Should the province approve any 
increase in the base funding level for subsidized child care beyond the 199] level the © 
Department recommends that this increase be applied directly to the cost sharing shortfall ; 
thereby reducing the amount of revenue to be generated through increased user 
contribution. It is therefore possible that with increased provincial funding the tax-back 
rate or the level of user fee could be reduced in any of the opdons identified in this 


report. 


In addition ro clarifying with the province their funding intent for 1992 it is also 
imperative that their funding approval allow user revenues to be applied to Metropolitan 
Toronto's funding shortfall problem. Metropolitan Toronto's claims for provincial subsidy 
are submicred net of parent revenue. Without provincial agreement to a globalized budget, 
some of the increased user revenue could have the unintended effect of reducing the level 
of provincial contribution. ft is therefore imperative that provincial co-operation be 
secured in advance of implementing the user fee strategy. ; 


Implementation Process: 


The annualized impact on the budget of revising the user fee formula as outlined in 
Option A is approximately $8.2 million. If revisions in the fee formula are implemented 
effective April 1, 1992 the impact on the 1992 budget drops to approximately $6.) million. 
From the date of the Council decision it will take the Department approximately | month 
to prepare and serve the appropriate sotification of change to clients and operators. - The 
Children’s Services Information System currently has the capability to automatically 
recalculate user fees according to either of the two options proposed and to prepare letters 
of notice to both operators and parents. The onus for collection of the revised fees falls 
to the operators in whose programs the clients are served. The Department adjusts the 
subsidy payments to those operators by an amount corresponding to the change in the. 


assessed user fees. © 


Conclusions: ras ae a 


The Department acknowledges that the period of community consultation was limited: 
by the budger timetable and therefore did mot permit 2s interactive a process as might 
otherwise have been planned. - Within these limitations however, the proposed options were 
widely distributed and opportunities for discussion provided. Communiry ‘support for 
reform of the user fee calculation.was received. The community did not however support 
any options which would increase the amount of revenue raised through user contribution. 


“In general, the Department supports and recommends a geared-to-income approach 
with some level of minimum user fee preserved. However, a specific recommendation 
regarding the exact formula to replace the current needs test awaits confirmation of the 


Ministry's funding intent for 1992. The Department recommends thar any increase in 
Ministry funding over 1991 levels be used to offset the current shortfall and therefore 


reduce the level of additional revenue to be raised from user contributions: : : 


z z a ay = og | ee Oe 
The Department also recommends that assurance of provincial co-operation be. =- 
secured in advance of implementing the proposed user fee strategy. ane) 2 yea ee 


aaa ee a ee aoe 


Disector, Children’s Services 


(A 


Commissioner, Community Services 


THE COUNCIL OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO 


AMENDMENT IN COUNCIL 


Maved by; coments a Seconded by: Councilor Gardner 


Clause Na 1 of Report Na. 14 of The Management Committee, headed “1932 CURRENT ESTIMATES 
FOR METROPOLITAN TORONTO’. 


That the Community Services Department, Caldren's Services Division be amended as follows: 


(1) the user fee for Children’s Services be phased In over three years af @ $1.00 minimum per 
diem and 13 per coat. tax back rate for 1982, a $1.00 minimum and 17 pec cert tax 


back rate for 1993 and a $1.00 minimum. and 20 per cent tax back rate for 1994; 


(2) the appraxdmatety $3 milion of shortfall arising from this strategy for 1992 only be 5 Alf 
Department, whi is to report back to the Management Committee of he 


Tereme, Ortare. A. Tonks © 
Apri 22, 1992. Metropolitan Toronto Chairman = 


ee 
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The Needs Test Approach -pg- 1 


The needs test approach is currently being used to determine a family’s 
ability to pay for child care. It takes into account a family’s assets, 
income and expenditures. The Determination of Available Income, Porm 1 
is the needa test which is set out in the regulations of the Day 
Nurseries Act and is used to determine "persons in need” of financial 
assistance. Each municipality is responsible for setting ceilings 
allowable in specified categories of expenses, within the provincial 


guidelines based on the Pamily Benefits Act or the General Welfare 
ASSistance Act. 


Porm 1 (2ligibility Assessment Form) 


The Form 1 is divided into three parts and in determining a fee assets, 
incomm and expenditures are looked at and verified. 


Liquid Assets: 

Liquid assets are currently defined by the regulations of the Day 
Nurseries Act and {Lnclude cash, bonds, debentures, stocks, and any other 
assets which can readily be converted into cash. Assets which are also 
considered include guaranteed investment certificates, bank accounts, 
RRSP'’s (axempt in cases where a client does not have a company pension 
plan), and property other than a primary residence. 


Assets are limited to the liquid assets ceiling level which in 


Metropolitan Toronto is in accordance with the Family Benefits Act. 
The ceiling for allowable assets is $5,000 for a family of two and this 
{@ increased by $800.00 for each additional family member. 


Families whose assets exceed the allowable ceiling would not qualify for 
subsidy regardless of their income and expenditures. 


Part 1 — Monthly Income (Adults) 

In determining monthly income, all income received by the client and 
spouse, if applicable, is considered. This includes incoma from 
employment, boarder and/or rental revenue, any pensions received (eg. 
disability, widows, etc.), unemployment insurance, training allowance, 
Support or alimony payments, and social assistance. 

Income received by dependent children is excluded. 


All compulsory deductions are allowed in determining the net monthly 
income and would include UIB, CPP, Income Tax, Company Pension Plan etc. 


The total monthly income is the sum total of all of the income sources 
that a family might have. 


-pg- 2 


Part ITI - Monthly Sudgetary Needs (Family) 

Monthly Budgetary Items include all monthly expenses allowed under the 
Day Nurseries Act. Zach municipality is responsible for setting 
Ceilings for specific categories of axpenses with provincial guidelines 
based on the Family Benefits Act and the General Welfare Act. 
Metropolitan Toronto allows the full discretionary amounts available. 


The following expenses are included and are based on monthly average 
expenditures: 


Bagic Needs (Line 9) = The amount allowed under this item is determined 
based on the number of adults and dependent children ia the family. The 
amounts are in accordance with the amounts specified under the Family 


Benefits Act (non-discretionary) 


Special Diets (Line 10) ~ Actual amounts of any special diet prescribed 
by a physician (eg. diabetic, special infant formula, etc.) 


Ran M Was Maintenance Fees 
(Lines 11, 16, 17, 18, 25) 
- Actual amounts are allowed subject to a ceiling based on the number of 
family members, if renting and a maximum of $1480.00 per month if family 
pays a mortgage. The combined cost of these expenditures may not exceed 
the ceiling. 


Telephone {Line 12) - The basic rate for a black dial phone is allowed. 
(le. $18.00 per month) 


Contingencies (Line 14) - This amount is 20% of the amounts allowed for 
Basic Needs, Special Diets, Heating and Telephone. ‘ 


Debt Payments (Line 19) ~ The Municipality has approved a $150.00 
ceiling on debt payments which inelude consumer loans, student loans, 
etc. In extraordinary circumstances, additional debt allowance may be 
approved by the Appeals Committee. 


Transportation (Line 20) - Bach adult is allowed the cost of a Metro 
Pass and each child the cost of children’s tickets. An amount of $10.00 
per family may be allowed to cover any additional transportation coats. 
Up to $100.00 may be included in a case where place of employment or 
school is outside of Metro Toronto. 


(Lines 21, 22, 23, 24) 
Drugs, Dental; tical & 1 costs = Actual costs of prescription 


medicine, dental care, glasses, or other health related needs are 
included provided these costs are not covered through a health care 
Plan. Costs which are incurred over a 12 month period are divided by 12 
and allowed as a monthly expense. 
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Other Allowable ¥xpenses (Line 25) - The following are discretionary: 


Coin Laundry (to a ceiling of $65.00 as determined by the 
Municipality), Child care costs required for a child not receiving 
subsidy or for additional care in situations where a Parent works nights 
Oz has non~regular working hours, basic Cable ($20.00 on average), Child 
Support payments for children living with other parent, Life Insurance, 
Bouse Inmrance, Tuition Pees, Diapers, Car Ingcrance in situations 
where car required for job performance, Legal Costs relating to divorce, 
separation or custody proceedings. 


Exemption on Earnings (Line 28) — 25% of net earnings from employment is 


also allowed. The percentage is determined by the Municipality and is 
discretionary. 


Determination of Pee: 
Bffective May 1, 1992 fees for families found eligible through the means 
test are then calculated using a formula which is geared to income and 


sensitive to family size. 


Fees are calculated as follows: 


- 2 x Basic Needs = Wet Taxable Income 


Total Monthly Income 
(Line 8 on Form 1) 


(Line 9) 


Net Taxable fncome x 17% = Basic Monthly Fee 


Basic Monthly Pee 
OR 

Line 29 on Form 1 

(if this is greater) 


< 21.75 = Basic Daily Famtly Fee 


In addition, a §1.00 minimum user fee for each child in care is added 
to the Basic Daily Family Pee. 


Jan.93 


TABLE ‘A’ 
: Turning Points by Family Size 
(Calculated from FHA/GWA Rate Adjustments) 


' Number of 13 Years 0-12 
Dependent and over Years 
Children 


apr.93 
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THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF 
HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


PN. 1 CH Or 
CANCELLATION ** 


DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


DATE: Friday, September 10, 1993 
TIME: 1:00 o'clock p.m. 
PLACE: Committee Room, 15th Floor 


Ellen Fairclough Building 
119 King Street West 


URBAN M 


GOVERNMENT JOCUMERTS 


:cab. SINIWNI00 INIWNYIAAD 
September 2, 1993 
W NVM) 


Ruth Greenwood 

Hamilton Public Library 

2nd Fl., 55 York Blvd. 
URBAN /MUNICIPAL Hamilton, Ontario 
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THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF 
HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
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DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


DATE: Friday, October 1, 1993 
TIME: 9:00 o'clock a.m. 
PLACE: Committee Room, 15th Floor 


Ellen Fairclough Building 
119 King Street West 


:cab. UNBAN W, 
September 23, 1993 ess 
SEP _ 1995, 


GOVERNMENT DOCIIMENTS 


Ruth Greenwood 


Hamilton Public Library 
URBAN/MUNICIPAL 2nd Fl., 55 York Blvd. 
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THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


DAY CARE TASK FORCE 
AGENDA 
UaBAN WV 
DATE: FRIDAY, OCTOBER 1, 1993 SED 1993 
TIME: 9:00 A.M. GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR 


1. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES - 
AUGUST 6, 1993 


2. CONFIRMATION OF MEMBERSHIP ON SMALL WORKING 
GROUPS: 


A) SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 
B) PER DIEM REVIEW 


3. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
4. SPLIT INTO WORKING GROUPS 
NOTE: THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEETING ROOM ON 
THE 14TH FLOOR HAS BEEN RESERVED FOR THE 
USE OF ONE OF THE WORKING GROUPS. 


DUE TO UNION LAY-OFF DAYS, COFFEE WILL NOT 
BE AVAILABLE FOR THE MEETING. 


PLEASE ADVISE THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK AT 
546-2604 IF YOU ARE UNABLE TO ATTEND. 


dct f 


MINUTES OF THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


The Day Care Task Force met on Friday, August 6, 1993 at 9:00 a.m., 15th Floor 
Committee Room, Regional Offices. 


Present: Vice-Chairman L. Russell 
Councillor T. Jackson, J. Aquin, M. Baker, J. Kleefstra, J. 
Pacey, C. Firth, S. McDonald, M. McLaughlin 


- Absent with Regrets: D. Agostino, N. Westbury, J. Powell-Fralick, W. Campbell, J. 
Clinton, S. Church 


Also Present: J. Soldera, M. Gallagher 
Leslie Russell Assumed the Chair. 


1. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 


(Pacey/Baker) 
That the Minutes of the July 16, 1993 meeting of the Day Care Task Force be 
approved. CARRIED. 


New Business #1 - Attendance Procedures at Task Force Meetings 


(Kleefstra/Pacey) — 

a) That members who are absent from more than two consecutive meetings 
without just cause, be requested to state their intention for future 
participation on the Task Force and should the member be absent from 
three consecutive meetings without just cause, be requested to reconsider 
their membership; 


b) That a letter from the Committee Secretary be forwarded to All Members of 
the Task Force advising of the process to be followed for notifying the 
Committee Secretary of the members’ regrets. 
) CARRIED. 
New Business #2 - Decision Making Process 


The Chair addressed the process of decision making with the Task Force. The Task 
Force agreed that on any issue, a consensus will attempt to be reached, and failing that, 
a vote will be taken at which time the majority will prevail. The Oppositions or Minority 
Vote if requested will be so recorded in the Minutes. 
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WORKING GROUPS - SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY AND PER DIEM REVIEW 
- (Baker/Pacey) 


That the proposed membership and Draft Terms of Reference for the Subsidy Eligibility 
Review and Per Diem Review Working Groups be approved. CARRIED. 


The Task Force agreed that it is important that there be an open communication between 
both working groups. Therefore, it was agreed that Martha McLaughlin will be the liaison 
for the Subsidy Working Group, and John Aquin will be the liaison for the Per Diem 
Working Group. 


Social Services staff will attend all working group meetings. 
Rescheduling of the September 3rd meeting of the Day Care Task Force 


The September 3rd meeting will be cancelled and rescheduled to September 10th at 1:00 
p.m., 15th Floor Committee Room. , 


The Task Force will commence the meeting as a WHOLE and then break off into the two 
working groups. Another room will be booked by the Committee Secretary, and will 
appear on an appropriate notice. 


rs DETERMINATION OF GUIDING PRINCIPLES (FRAMEWORK) 


The Task Force reviewed the following Guiding Principles: 


Public Investment in child care creates positive social and economic benefit and 
is fundamental to the well being of children, families and our community. 


a) Child Care is both a social and an economic issue. Child Care services 
need to be viewed in context of the child, the family and the community in 
which they live. 


b) Child Care services enables parents to enter or remain in the workforce, 
promotes a sable work force, facilitates job creation, reduces dependence 
upon public assistance, and supports economic renewal and growth. 


fe) Child care subsidy eliminates or reduces barriers inhibiting a 
child and/or their family from maximizing their potential. 
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C) 


dq) 


e) 


g) 


h) 


Child care subsidy assists people to have equitable access to employment 
and education leading to a fair and adequate income and promotes full 
participation in community life. (ref. Vision 2020) 


Child care subsidy eliminates or reduces the financial barriers to accessing 
child care services. 


Child care services support and promote optimal development for children 
and their families by strengthening the capacity of families to care for their 
children and themselves. 


Child care services support and compliment traditional parenting 
responsibilities and a child’s development must be supported by the social 
environment particularly the family. 


Note: (e) and f) could be tied together - small groups to revisit 


Child care services provide early support and assistance to children and 
families both special needs in a proactive way by responding to problems 
before they become chronic and potentially expensive. 

Child care services provide opportunities for early identification and 
intervention that have a positive impact on future social, medical and 
education costs. 


Note: include subsidy in statement 


Child care subsidy should be responsive to the needs of the child and their 
family in the following manner: reflect a parents right to choose the model 
of licensed service; be responsive to the needs of the child and their family 
and facilitate access to child care services when they are needed; be 
geographically portable; and be provided with provisions for emergency 
situations and special needs. 


Note: fe) geographic “equity” needs to be addressed - child 
care space/vs. subsidy eligibility and its relation to 
geographic portability 


fe) address rights of parent to choose the day care 

fe) Place "geographic issue" on the agenda for both 
working groups to discuss 

fe) "provision for emergency situation and special 


needs" - this statement needs to be re-worked 
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i 


m) 


n) 


0) 


Public money is limited, and must be placed where it will create the greatest 
public benefit. 


Note: delete this statement for now. 
recognize the economic situation - Public money is 
limited and must be utilized responsibly 


At present, subsidy eligibility reflects a mix of criteria depending upon the 
presenting range of needs eg. handicapped condition - child, therapeutic 
need - child and/or parent, low income - parents) working or in an 
education program. 


Subsidy is provided to a family when financial need is determined through 


‘the present needs testing process including the maximum income criteria. 


Subsidy eligibility is reviewed on a regular basis. Families have the option 
to review subsidy eligibility and allocation should personal circumstances 
change. 


Note: This statement should be re-worked into two distinct 
statements 


According to the information provided in the Determination of Available 
Income a person in need is defined in the Regulations of the day Nurseries 
Act as follows: 


eligible for FBA, GWA or a person who by reason of financial hardship... 
has available daily income as determined in accordance with the Ministry 
needs’ test which is less than the per diem cost of providing day nursery 
SEFVICES ....; 


Given the limited and potentially shrinking economic resources available to 
support subsidized child care, fewer children and parents who need these 
spaces will be able to access them.: 

Note: deferred to working groups 

The recent revisions to determining eligibility stated that in times of restraint, 
Staff (Region) are proposing that those most in need be provided subsidized 
day care, thus the introduction of the maximum income levels. 


Note: deferred to working groups 


@ 
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Pp) 


q) 


r) 


s) 


t) 


In reviewing subsidy eligibility to date, it is apparent that some of the Task 
Force participants take exception to the arbitrariness of some of the 
eligibility criteria for a variety of reasons. reducing the potential number of 
subsidized spaces in our community and limiting access to subsidy is seen 
as a regressive activity. 


Ours is clearly an environment of financial restraint. All presenting 
documentation leaves one with the definite impression that child care 
subsidy is oriented to assist those children and families where need is 
associated with economic resources or the lack thereof. 


From the Provincial guidelines indicated earlier it would appear that the 
eligibility extends upwards from a base of those families who are living on 
“fixed incomes" (social assistance) 


Note: Tie this statement in with n) and address the "need" 
criteria 


An examination of family economic circumstances invariably focuses on 
income; invariably, also, categorization of some families as "poor" of affluent 
involves inferences of well-being. It is clear that such judgements ought to 
be made with caution as it is difficult to form conclusions about need solely 
based on income. 


Note: This statement needs to be re-worked 


If family poverty is to be eliminated, a full employment strategy, with high 
quality jobs, a complimentary income security program, and additional 
family supports such as child care are necessary adjuncts to an increase 
in labour force. 


Other Business #3 
Marsha Baker presented a sample of how the Hamilton-Wentworth eligibility criteria is 
impacted by using the 1991 Budgetary Guidelines of the Social Planning and Research 


Council. 
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4. INFORMATION ITEM - CHILD CARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 


HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


Martha McLaughlin provided an overview of the Child Care Advisory Committee 


August 6, 1993 


and the selection process for membership which is currently underway. 


Their first meeting will be held in September, 1993. 


The Committee adjourned at 11:10 a.m. 


Chairman 


Secretary 


@ 


DAY CARE TASK FORCE 
SMALL WORKING GROUPS 


SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY REVIEW PER DIEM REVIEW 


ik ference: Terms of Reference: 


a) Assessing the present eligibility a) Assessing the present budget/per diem 
policies in Hamilton-Wentworth model and rates used by the Purchase of 
Service - Licenced Nurseries Programme 
b) Reviewing the Day Care Subsidy in Hamilton-Wentworth 
Eligibility policies of other Municipalities 
b) Reviewing other budget/per diem 
c) Making recommendations regarding models and rates presently being used in 
the development of new policies other municipalities 
governing Day Care Subsidy Eligibility 
c) Conducting a needs survey of 


Proposed Membership; operators 


Jean Clinton” d) Making recommendations regarding 
Martha McLaughlin the development of a new budget/per 
| Marsha Baker diem model and rates 
| Jessica Kleefstra 
ij Jeanne Pacey Proposed Membership: 
1 Sandra MacDonald 
1 Sheila Church Jennifer Powell-Fralick 
j Jane Soldera Charles Firth 
i Lesley Russell John Aquin 
Winston Campbell 
Jane Soldera 
Lesley Russell 
Norm Westbury 


Note: Should members wish to work for both groups, please advise either Lesley or Jane. 


1.Public investment in child care creates positive social 
and economic benefit and is fundamental to the well being of children, 
families and our community. 


a developmental service 

primary prevention service 

enables parents to enter or remain in the paid workforce 
promotes a stable work force 

facilitates job creation/economic renewal 

reduces dependence on public assistance 

assists people to have equitable access to employment and education 
leading to a fair and adequate income and promoting full 
participation in community life.(Vision 20/20 - Sustainable 
development) 

fosters strong, safe and supportive families & communities 
(a partnership between families and the community) 


%. Primary Prevention (Therapeutic) 
- has a positive impact on future social/medical/treatment 


and remendial education costs 
proactive response - early support and assistance to children 
and families with special needs can contribute to optimal 
development and respond to problems before they become chronic 
potentially expensive 
child’s development must be supported by the social environment 
particularly his/her family 
(Ref: sust. deve, Increase the numbers of years of good health of 
the citizens of the Region by reducing the incidence of illness, 
disability and premature death 
ensure a safe, high quality physical environment 
child care services support and promote optimal development 
for children and their families by strengthening the capacity 
of families to care for their children and themselves 
variety of supports could include 

parent education 

family advocacy 

enhanced access to community health & social services 
(CCR) Special needs refers to any physical, emotional or social 
conditions resulting in a daley in normal growth or development 


3. Subsidy 


eliminates or reduces financial barriers to services and enhances 
access to education or employment 


c- provides support to children and families with special needs (therapeutic) 
- available for all models of licenced care (centre-based, private 
home day care, school-age) and to a variety of philosophies 
-+ Supports the right of parents to choose by ensuring that subsidies 
are portable ; 
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DRAFT-Guiding Principles 


1. PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN CHILD CARE CREATES POSITIVE SOCIAL AND 
ECONOMIC BENEFIT AND IS FUNDAMENTAL TO THE WELL BEING OF CHILDREN, 
FAMILIES AND OUR COMMUNITY. 


e Child Care is both a social and an economic issue 


e Child care services enableg parents to enter or remain in the 
workforce, promotes a stable work force, facilitates job creation, 
reduces dependence upon public assistance, and supports economic 
renewal and growth. 


¢ Child care services support and promote optimal development for 
children and their families by strengthening the capacity of 
families to care for their children and themselves. 


* Child care services support and compliment traditional parenting 
responsibilities and a child's development must be supported by the 
social environment particularly the family. 


« Child care services provide early support and assistance to 
children and families with special needs in a proactive way by 
responding to problems before they become chronic and potentially 
expensive. 


» Child care services provide opportunities for early 
identification and intervention that have a positive impact on 
future social, medical and education costs. 


¢ Child care services need to be viewed in context of the child, 
the family and the community in which they live. 


e Child care subsidy eliminates or reduces the financial barriers 
to accessing child care services. 


« Child care subsidy assists people to have equitable access to 
employment and education leading to a fair and adequate income and 
promotes full participation in community life. (ref. Vision 2020) 


* Child Care subsidy eliminates or reduces barriers inhibiting a 
child and/or their family from maximizing their potential. 


e Child care subsidy should be responsive to the needs of the 
child and their family in the following manner: reflect a parents 
right to chose the model of licensed service; be responsive to the 
needs of the child and their family and facilitate access to child 
care services when they are needed; be geographically portable; and 
be provided with provisions for emergency situations and special 
needs. 


é 


° 


Public money is limited, and must be placed where it will create 
the greatest public benefit. 


At present, subsidy eligibility reflects a mix of criteria 
depending upon the presenting needs eg. handicapping condition - 
child, therapeutic need - child and/or parent, low income - 
parent(s) working or in an education program. 


Subsidy is provided to a family when financial need is determined 
through the present needs testing process including the maximum 
income criteria. 


Subsidy eligibility is reviewed on a regular basis. Families have 
the option to review subsidy eligibility and allocation should 
personal circumstances change. 


According to the information provided in the Determination of 
Available Income a person in need is defined in the Regulations of 
the Day Nurseries Act as follows: 


eligible for FBA, GWA or a person who by reason of financial 
hardships... .- has available daily income as determined in 
accordance with the Ministry needs' test which is less than the per 
diem cost of providing day nursery services ....; 


(Child Care Handbook) Provincial subsidy is available for parents 
requiring fee assistance towards the cost of child care service. 


Given the limited and potentially shrinking economic resources 
available to support subsidized child care, fewer children and 
parents who need these spaces will be able to access then. 


The recent revisions to determining eligibility stated that in 
times of restraint, staff (Region) are proposing that those most in 
need be provided subsidized day care, thus the introduction of ne 


maximum income eer 
xs 


“In reviewing eee oS Codes to d isa Arent Ls 
Task Force participants oppts® ty to. date, gt is, y sat yet pees 
a variety of reasons. Reducing the potential aoe of subsidized 


spaces—in our community and limiting access to subsidy is seen as 
a regressive activity. aie er ai 


Ours is clearly an environment of financial restraint. All 
presenting documentation leaves one with the definite impression 
that child care subsidy is oriented to assist those children and 
families where need is associated with economic resources or the 
lack there of. 


From the guidelines indicated earlier it would appear that the | 
eligibilty extends upwards from a base of those families who are 
living on "fixed incomes" (social assistance). 


The State of the Child in Ontario (excerpts) 


An examination of family economic circumstances invariably focuses 
on income; invariably, also, categorization of some families as 
"poor" of affluent involves inferences of well-being. 

It is clear that such judgements ought to be made with caution as 
it is difficult to form conclusions about need solely based on 
income. 


Divides family types into five "income classes": 
Class 


poor - means below statistics Canada Low Income Cut- 
Offs (LICOs) or poverty lines 


Mainstream - 


vulnerable - those between the poverty line and up to 25% 
above the poverty line ee 
other mainstream - those who are between 1.25 and 3 times th 


poverty line 


Advantaged - those between 3 and 4 times the poverty line 
Affluent - those who are 4 times+ the poverty line 


(See attached) 


If family poverty is to be eliminated, a full employment strategy, 
with high quality jobs, a complimentary income security program, 
and additional family supports such as child care are necessary 
adjuncts to an increase in labour force. 


Note: the poverty line or LICO are low income lines. 


Present maximum income guidelines - Hamilton-Wentworth 
ranges from 40.000 to 55.000 gross (sp. 1 child to sp. 4+ children) 
and 45.000 to 60.000 ( 2 parent 1 child to 2 parent 4+children) 


Issues that have been reviewed to date eg. needs tests 

applying a standard deduction for compulsory deductions, 
specifically income tax from gross income levels; 

a standard % of income deduction eg 33% regarding 
rent/mortgage(PIT) er 
user fees; 

some communities - exemption on net earnings sliding scale also 
takes into account exceptional cases such as low to no rent and no 
debt. (eg Peel) 

Priority lists: 


Some communities - % allocation of spaces to certain groups eg. 
special needs 25% other 753%; 

First come first serve with provisions to accommodate special needs 
and emergency situations; 


Large urban area Urean area 


pepalaticn pegalatien 

500,000 + 100,000-499,999 
Lower Upper Lower Upper 
lienst liemit lait lenst 


$12,365 $10,860 
$12366 $15,457 $10.861 $13,575 
$15.458 $37,097 $13.576 $32,582 
$37,098 $49,463 $32,583 $43,443 
$49,464 $43,444 


$16.761 $14,722 
$16.762 $20,952 $14,723 $18,403 
$20.953 $50.285 $18.404 $44,168 
$50.286 $67,047 $44,169 $56,891 
$67,048 $58,892 


$21,305 $18,712 
$21.306 $26,632 $18.713 $23,390 
$26.633  $63.917 ° $23,391 $56,138 
$63.918 $85,223 $56.139 $74,851 


$85.224 $74,852 


$24,530 $21,544 
$24,531  $30.663 $21,545 $26,930 


$73.593 $98,123  $64.635 $86.179 
$98,124 $86,180 


$26.801 $23,539 
$26.802  $33.502 $23,540 $29,424 
$33,503  $80.405 $29,425 $ 


$80.406 $107,207 $70,620 
$107,208 $94,160 


poor male-led lone parent families is based on too small a 
sample to be reliable. although it is suggestive evidence), 
whose numbers increased by over 12,000. or 19.4% , account- 
ing for two-thirds of the total growth. 

The Vulnerable category declined by 2% while the remain- 
der of the Mainstream grew by only 2.2%. On balance, 
therefore, there was no growth in the Mainstream category 
over the period. 

The Advantaged and Affluent categories (predominantly 
couples with children), although smaller in number than the 
Mainstream, have grown at rates significantly above that for 
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Table 2.4 
Dollar income limits corresponding to inceme categories, 
urban aad rural areas, 1987, (1986-based LICO) 


$30.664  $73.592  $28.931 $64,634 


$70,619 ~ \ 


$94,159 $68,988 $91,983 $62,892 $83,855 $54,738 $72,983 


Soures: Statistics Canada. /ncame Cistnbutons by Size n Canada, 1988, Cat. 13-207. and author's caicuisuons. 


Economic Circumstances SE. 


Smail ersse area 
pepuiguan Less than 
30,000-99.999 30.060 Rural 
lower Upeer lLewer Upper lower Upper 
lienst lienit fienrt lienit leant lianet 


$10,609 $9,671 $8.417 
$10.610 $13,262 $9.672 $12,089 $8,418 $10,522 
$13,263  $31.829 $12,080 $29,015 $10,523 $25.253 
$31,830 $42,439 $29.016 $38,687 $25.254 $33,671 
$42,440 $38,688 $33.672 


$14,382 $13,110 $11,411 
$14.383  $17.978 $13.111 $16,388 $11,412 $14,268 
$17,979 $43.148 $16,389 $39,332 $14,265 $34,235 
$43,149 $57,531 $39.333 $52,443 $34,236 $45,647 
$57,532 $52,444 $45,648 


$18.280 $16,664 $14,504 
$18,281 $22,850 $16,665 $20,830 $14,505 $18,130 
$22.85! $54,842 $20,831 $49,994 $18,131 $43,514 
$54,843 $73,123 $49.995 $66,659 $43,515  $58.019 
$73,124 $66.660 $58,020 


$21.046 $19,186 $16,699 
$21,047 $26.308 $19,187 $23,983 $16.700  $20.874 
$26.309  $63.140 $23.984 $57,560 $20,875 $50,099 
$63,141 $84,187 $57,561 $76,747 $50,100  $66.799 
$84,188 $76,748 $66,800 


$22,995 $20,963 $18.245 
$22,995 $28,744 $20,964 $26,204 $18,246 $22,807 
$28.745 $68,987 $26.205 $62,891 $22.808  $54.737 


$91,984 . $83,856 $72,984 


families in general. The number of Advantaged families with 
children grew by nearly 25%, while the Affluent group grew 
by neariv 36%. Much of this growth can be attributed to the 
increase in work effort on the part of families over the period, 
a trend that will be analysed in more detail below. 


Poor Families — Family Type 

Approximately 75.000. or only 53%, of poor families with 
children in Ontario are husband-wife families, compared with 
80% of all families (Table 2.5). Another 55,000, or 39%. are 
female-ed lone parent families, versus 10% of all families. 


Ruth Greenwood 
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THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 
AGENDA Widay y 
DATE FRIDAY, November 5, 1993 199 
TIME: 9:00 A.M. COVERNM Ey 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR 


—_—_—_————————————————— 


REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES - OCTOBER 1, 
1993 


REPORTS BACK FROM SMALL WORKING GROUPS GROUPS: 
A) SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 
B) PER DIEM REVIEW 


UPDATE FROM THE MINISTRY 


SCHEDULE OF UPCOMING MEETINGS: 
A) TASK FORCE 
B) SMALL GROUPS 


FOR THE INFORMATION OF THE TASK FORCE: 

A) CONFLICT OF INTEREST GUIDELINES FOR CITIZEN MEMBERS OF 
REIGONAL ADVISORY BOARDS AND TASK FORCES (CLE 93-039) 

B) ARTICLE FROM AUGUST 16, 1993 EDITION OF THE TORONTO STAR - 
"CRITICS ATTACK DAY-CARE CUTBACKS" 


BREAK INTO SMALL WORKING GROUPS FOR REMAINDER OF MEETING 

ADJOURNMENT 

NOTE: THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEETING ROOM ON THE 14TH 
FLOOR HAS BEEN RESERVED FOR THE USE OF ONE OF THE 
WORKING GROUPS. 


PLEASE ADVISE THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK AT 
546-2604 IF YOU ARE UNABLE TO ATTEND. 


.. 


The Day Care Task Force met on Friday, October 1, 1993 at 9:00 a.m., 15th Floor 
Committee Room, Regional Offices. 


7 MINUTES OF THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


Present: Chairman (Councillor) D. Agostino 
Councillor T. Jackson, J. Aquin, M. Baker, J. Clinton, 
J. Kleefstra, C. Firth, S. MacDonald, M. McLaughlin, 
_ N. Westbury, J. Soldera 


Absent with Regrets: J. Powell-Fralick, W. Campbell, S. Church, J. Pacey, 
L. Russell 
Also Present: C. Biggs 


1. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 


(Firth/Westbury) 
That the Minutes of the August 6, 1993 meeting of the Day Care Task Force be 
approved. CARRIED. 


2. CONFIRMATION OF MEMBERSHIP ON SMALL WORKING GROUPS 
Membership on the small working groups was confirmed as follows: 


Subsidy Eligibility Review Jean Clinton 
Martha McLaughlin 
Marsha Baker — 
Jessica Kleefstra 
Jeanne Pacey 
Sandra MacDonald 
Sheila Church 
Jane Soldera 
Lesley Russell 


Per Diem Review Jennifer Powell-Fralick 
Charles Firth 
John Aquin 
Winston Campbell 
Jane Soldera 
Lesley Russell 
Norm Westbury 
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Martha McLaughlin and Sandra MacDonald indicated that they would attend 
meetings of the Per Diem Group as well, when available. 


It was agreed that any hand-outs distributed at the small working groups would be 
shared with the other. 


NEW BUSINESS #1 
Alternate Representation from the Hamilton Status of Women Committee 


Councillor D. Agostino advised that a letter has been received from Sheila Church, 
representative from the Hamilton Status of Women Committee, requesting that 
Gina Monaco be appointed to the Task Force as an alternate representative, in the 
event that she is unable to attend. 


(Westbury/McLaughlin) 

a) That Gina Monaco be appointed to the Day Care Task Force as an 
alternate representative from the Hamilton Status of Women Committee, in 
the event that Sheila Church is unable to attend a meeting; 


b) That Gina Monaco be allowed to vote on issues, as and when required. 
CARRIED. (Attachment) 


3. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 


The Task Force will meet at 9:00 a.m. on Friday, November 5 and Friday, 
December 3, 1993. Norm Westbury was requested to check into alternate meeting 
places in case circumstances of the Social Contract affect access to the Ellen - 
Fairclough Building. Unless otherwise advised, meetings will be held at the 
Regional Offices. 


(McLaughlin/MacDonald) 
That the working groups set future meeting dates for their respective groups at 
their meeting today. CARRIED. 
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= | The Committee adjourned at 9:20 a.m. - 


Chairman 
Secretary 


NOTE: Following the meeting, the Day Care Task Force split into the working 
groups. The Subsidy Eligibility Review Group remained in the Committee 
Room and the Per Diem Review Group convened in the Planning 
Department Library, 14th Floor. 


CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF HAMILTON 
| MEMORANDUM 


TORS SSRESSSAR ESSERE SERGE A RERAREREEE SORES S SEEKS ER ESE KOESS €4 45440454943 50440% 404 


TO: Carolyn Biggs, Secretary YOUR FILE: 
Day Care Task Force 
Regional Clerk’s Department 


FROM: Charlene J. Touzel, Secretary OUR FILE: 
Hamilton Status of Women Sub-Committee PHONE: 546-3994 
City Clerk’s Department 


SUBJECT: Hamilton Status of Women Sub-Committee DATE: 1993 September 15 
Representative on the Day Care 
Task Force 


At the 1993 September 9 meeting of the Hamilton Status of Women Sub-Committee, Sheila 
Church indicated that she has experienced some difficulties in attending all meetings of the 
Day Care Task Force. 


The Committee agreed to leave Sheila Church as its official representative on the Day Care 
Task Force, but appointed Gina Monaco as an alternate representative in the event that 


Sheila Church cannot attend a given meeting. ; 


Please continue sending the Day Care Task Force agendas to Sheila Church. Should Sheila 
find that she cannot attend a meeting, it will be her responsibility to contact Gina Monaco 
who will attend on behalf of the Hamilton Status of Women Sub-Committee in her absence. 


I trust this meets with your approval. 


CC/cc 


cc Sheila Church, Hamilton Status of Women Sub-Committee 
Gina Monaco, Hamilton Status of Women Sub-Committee 


TF Mi hl IAI Anta 


fo 


DAY CARE TASK FORGE 
ELIGIBILITY WORKING GROUP 
OCTOBER 20th, 1993 


ary Attendance; 
Martha, Jessia, Jean, Marsha 


Regrets: 
Lesley, Jane 


The group reviewed revised drafts regarding guiding Principles, 
Agreament was reached regarding the Presentation of these 
Principles in terms of separating principles regarding subsidy from 
the genera) principles regarding child care. (see attachad) 


POPULATION ACCESSING CHILD CARE SUBSIDY AND THE AFFILIATED . 
CHILD CARE SERVICES. 


community and reflects that fact that, we as a community, value 
Children and families. This commitment Supports the potential} 


care services and recognizes the role that our community has agreed 
to play in Support of fellow citizens of our region. 


Jean developed a revised edition of the present realities 
associated with chila Care subsidy. 


a) Currently, subsidy eligibility accommodates a Tange of needs 
employing numerous Criteria e.g. the Presence of a handicapping 
condition with a child; presence ofa therapeutic need in a child 
and/or parent(s); presence of low income with a parent(s) working 
or in an educational] program etc. 


b) Subsidy is Provided to a family when financial need is 


a) ae: a: 


determined through the utilization of a needs test which includes 
the maximum income criteria. : 


¢) Information provided in the Determination of Availabla Income 
statas that a person in need is defined ag follows: 
éligible for F.B.A., G,W.A. or a person who by reason of financial 
hardship .... has available daily income as determined in 
accordance with the Ministry needs test which is less that the per 
diem cost of Providing day nursery services... 

Regulations of the Day Nurseries Act 


d) Regionally, the recent revisions toe determining GIiG lL biiuoy 
stated that itn times of restraint, staff (Region) are proposing 
that those most in need be provided subsidized day care. Thus the 
introduction of the maximum income criteria. 


e) Review of eligibility for subsidy occurs on a ragular basis. 
Whenever a change in personal circumstances arises any family, 
Whether on partial subsidy, or previously deemed ineligible, hag 
the opportunity to review their eligibility status. Families on 
subsidy are also reviewed on a regular basis and any changes in 
their circumstances are to be reported to the ragion as per the 
Region's subsidy agreement. 


Other comments: 


f) In reviewing subsidy eligtbility to date, it ts apparent that 
some of the Task Force members take exception to the use of 
selective criteria for a number of reasons e.g. maximum income. 
This criteria presents as limiting access to subsidy and is 
perceived as a regressive activity. 


g) An examination of family economic circumstances invariably 
focuses on income;. invariably, also, categorization of sume 
families as "poor" or affluent involves inferences of well being. 
It is clear that such judgements ought to be made with caution as 
it is difficult to form conclusions about need solely based upon 
income. 


The State of the Child in Ontario 


nh) OMSSA Response to the Cabinet Submission on Child Care 
Reform. (Feb 11, 1993) 


We believe that if public funding for child care is to be limited, 
tt should support low income families first. 


Issues that have been reviewed to date and may be revisitad: 
standard deduction for income tax from gross income levels; 
rent/mortgage lavels (Marsha to provide some local information at 
the next meeting) ; 

user fees; 

exemption on net earnings ~ sliding scale taking into account 
factors like low to no rent costs and no debt {Peel Region) 
Priority Lists: 

* allocation to designated groups; 

first come first serve with provisions to accommodate special needs 
and emergency Situations. 


° Child care subsidy should be responsive to the needs of 
the child and their family in the following manner: 


reflect a parents right to chose the model of licensed service; 


be provided with provisions for emergency situations and special 
needs; 


to select a child care service that accommodates both the needs of 
the child and thea family. 


e Given the limited and potentially Shrinking economic 
resources available to Support subsidized child care, fewer 
children and families who need these Sbaces will be able to access 
them. 


Day Care Task Force 


DRAFT-Guiding Principles 


Aes PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN CHILD CARE CREATES POSITIVE SOCIAL 
AND ECONOMIC BENEFIT AND IS FUNDAMENTAL TO THE WELL BEING OF 
CHILDREN, FAMILIES AND OUR COMMUNITY. 


(A) Child care is both a social and an economic issue. 


(Elis Child care services are an integral component in: 
enabling parents to access educational/training initiatives; 
entering or remaining in the workforce; promoting a stable work 
force; facilitating job creation; reducing dependence upon public 
assistance, and supporting economic renewal and growth. 


Cay & Child care services support. and promote optimal 
development for children and their families by supporting and 
strangthening the capacity of families to care for their children 
and themselves. 


VD Jee Child care services provide Opportunities for early 
intervention including identification of special needs, remedial 
education and support and assistance to children and families. 
Early intervention has a positive impact upon future social, 
medical and education costs in terms of the child, their famiiv and 
their community. 


(E) « Child care services need to be viewed in context of the 
child, the family and the community in which they live. 


2. PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN CHILD CARE SUBSIDY SHOULD ENCOMPASS 
ALL OF THE ABOVE STATED PRINCIPLES REGARDING CHILD CARE AND, IN 
ADDITION, SHOULD SUPPORT THE UNIQUE NATURE AND NEEDS OF THE 
POPULATION ACCESSING CHILD CARE SUBSIDY AND THE AFFILIATED 

CHILD CARE SERVICES. . 


(A) ° Child care subsidy assists people in having equitable 
access to employment and education leading to a fair and adequate 
income and promotes full participation in community life. (ref. 
Vision 2020) 


CEE Child care subsidy eliminates or reduces the Einancial 
barriers to accessing child care services. 


(C) Child care subsidy eliminates or reduces a barrier 
Preventing a child and/or their family from maximizing their 
potential. 


0) (t) 


Present: John Aéquin, Norm Westbury, Charles Firth, Sandra MacDonald, 
Winston Campbell, Jane Soldera 


Day Care Task Force Per Diem Sub Committee 


Minutes of Meeting of Wednesday, October 5, 1993 


Guests: Diana Klodt, Ann Pekaruk 


An overview of the present regional budget package for licensed nurseries was 
presented by Diana Klodt and Ann Pekaruk 


No formal recommendations were made by the sub-committee, however the following 
issues were raised for further consideration: 


- Licensing needs to be flexible to meet a centre’s changing needs (presently 
happening in many centres). 


- the issue of the teacher/child ratios in the school system being approx. 1:30 
while the same children attending after-school programme have teacher/child 
ratios of 1:15 


- the need to consider computer costs in the day care budget submissions. (It 
was noted that this issue needs to be addressed between the province and 
Municipality in regard to cost sharing). 


The issue of whether 10% supply staff is adequate to cover contracted sick days and 
vacation days for staff. 


The impact of under enrolment. 


The issue of the discrepancy between calculations of per diems at 85% or 95% of 
licensed capacity or at actual (if costed at actual). 


Suggestions raised for further discussion included: 


- using 12 months actual rather than 9 actual, 3 projected in budget 
presentations. 


~ should the Region require budgets only from Centres when they wish to 
appeal Cost of Living increases - especially give the economic situation over 
the next three years. 


It was agreed that D. Klodt and A. Pekaruk would be invited to the next meeting to 
present another sample budget with an audit process completed. 


Next Meeting: October 19, 1993, 9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m., 12th Flr. Meeting Room 


BY 


DAY CARE TASK FORCE PER DIEM SUB COMMITTEE 


Summary Notes of Meeting: Tuesday, October 19, 1993 


Present: John Aquin, Charles Firth, Winston Campbell, Sandra 


MacDonald, Jennifer Powell-Fralick, Jane Soldera 


Guests: Diana Klodt, Ann Pekaruk 


Minutes of the October Sth meeting were reviewed and approved; with 
correction to the spelling of John Aquin’s surname noted. 


The issue of the difference in ratios for school age children in Board of 
Education programmes versus the same children in Day Nurseries 
programmes was discussed - Winston agreed to follow-up on this issue within 
the context of child care reform 


Ann Pekaruk reviewed two (2) audit samples she prepared for the Committee 
and noted that if the audit is not for the same calendar year; it can be 
reviewed for reasonableness only. 


The group recommended that appeals not be considered without the Centre 
having an audited statement in hand. 


Discussion occurred about the need for Board development and Supervisory 
training regarding budgeting and fiscal management of a day care programme. 


- Winston advised the group of two Ministry initiatives in this area. The 
United Way and the Co-op Council Projects both of which are just now 
underway 


Charles volunteered to survey Centres to compile a list of "rates charged to 
fee paying clients". 


A brief discussion regarding repair, maintenance and replacement costs for 
Centres took place. John Aquin suggested substituting these budget lines with 
a reserve of 10% for operating expenditures to address these issues. Further 
discussion will be required on this topic. 


Jane volunteered to bring the Regional policy on Day Care 
Reserves/Surpluses to the next meeting. 


NEXT MEETING: NOVEMBER 5, 1993 
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‘REGION OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


2 - RECOMMENDATION - 
‘DATE: 1993 September 15 
FROM: ~ Robert C. Prowse 
Regional Clerk 


"SUBJECT: Conflict of Interest Guidelines for Citizen Members of 
Regional Advisory Boards and Task Forces (CLE 93-039) 
RECOMMENDATION: 


a) That the Conflict of Interest guidelines proposed for citizen members of Regional 
advisory boards and task forces, attached to report CLE 93-039, be approved. 


b) That a copy of report CLE 93-039 be forwarded to all Standing Committees of 
Council for their information. 


Robert C. 
Regional 


FINANCIAL/STAFFING/LEGAL IMPLICATIONS: 

None. 

BACKGROUND: 

With the adoption of Information Item c) ii) of Report 12-93 of the Economic Development 
and Planning Committee, Regional Council at its meeting of Tuesday, July 20, 1993, directed 


staff to prepare Conflict of Interest guidelines for citizen members of Regional advisory 
ours and task forces. The attached is in response to this direction. 


Conflict of Interest Guidelines for _ | Page 2 
Citizen Members of Regional Advisory Boards 
and Task Forces (CLE 93-039) 


At this time, citizen members of advisory bodies are not subject to the provisions of the 

which applies to elected members of municipal councils 
and local boards. Following the delivery of the Report of the Municipal Conflict of Interest 
Consultation Committee, in July, 1991, the Ministry of Municipal Affairs distributed draft 
legislation on conflict of interest which would also cover persons who serve on advisory 
bodies established by municipal councils. 


The Guidelines proposed for approval in this report are based upon and consistent with the 
principles contained in the proposed new legislation. For the first time, advisors will be © 
specifically required to declare a pecuniary interest at meetings of advisory bodies. 
However, unlike elected members of a municipal council, an advisor will be permitted to 
participate in discussion and to vote on the matter under consideration. The details of the 
advisor’s interest will be recorded in the minutes of the meeting, in order that the 
appropriate Committee of Council, and ultimately Regional Council, will be able to decide 
the matter with a complete knowledge of all the relevant facts. 


RCP/st 


CONFLICT OF INTEREST GUIDELINES 
FOR CITIZEN MEMBERS OF 
REGIONAL ADVISORY BOARDS AND 
TASK FORCES 


The purpose of these Guidelines is to preserve the integrity, 
independence and accountability of decision-making by Regional 
Council, by setting out clear guidelines on conflict of interest for citizen 
members of Regional advisory boards and task forces. . 


In these Guidelines, 


“advisor” means a person, other than a member of Regional Council, 
who is appointed by Council to an advisory board or task force. 


“advisory body” means a board, task force, or other body, to which 
Regional Council has appointed at least one member of the public. 


“pecumiary interest” means an interest consisting of, measured in, or 
related to money, and includes a pecuniary interest of the advisor’s 
spouse, minor child, business partner, employer, or an organization to 
which the advisor belongs. 


Where an advisor has a pecuniary interest im a matter which is the 
subject of consideration at a meeting of an advisory body, the advisor, 


(a) if present, shall orally disclose the interest and its general nature 
before any consideration of the matter at the meeting; 


(b) if not present, after becoming aware that any matter in which the 
advisor had a pecuniary interest was the subject of consideration 
at a meeting of an advisory body, shall orally disclose the interest 
and its general nature at the next meeting of the advisory body 
that the advisor attends. 


The Regional Clerk or his authorized designate shall record every oral 
declaration of interest and its general nature in the minutes of the 
meeting of the advisory body at which the declaration was made. 


A copy of these Guidelines shall be provided to every advisor following 
their adoption by Regional Council, and thereafter to each new member 
of the public who is appointed to an advisory body. 


By Barbara Aarsteinsen 
TORONTO STAR 


If Metro carries through on 
its proposal to slash its child- 
care expenses, Cheryl Attia 
figures she may never get off 
welfare. 


She has been waiting for a 
subsidized space in a licensed 
day-care centre since she was 
five months pregnant with 
at son Omar, now I year 
fo) 


~ She has been struggling to them subsidized, as well as 
get her high school diploma home-care spaces. 
and wants to enrol in a hair- “It may seem in the short- 
. dressing course. She is striv- term that the council is saving 
-ing for independence. money, but six to eight | 
“I am desperate to get out months from now we’re going 
me ae Boast to see the wel- © 
year-O “ , fare rolls swell,” 
Attia, who is Idon'twantto she ‘said. “A 
separated. “I getcaughtupina more _progres- 


don’t want to 


cial assistance payments to. | 
people who find themselves :: 
unable to undergo training or : | 


take jobs because they cannot 


afford to pay for somebody 
else to look after their kids. . 
“Metro is making a very © 


short-sighted decision,” said 
Maria DeWitt, executive di- 
rector of Family Day Care 
Services, which provides 
some 2,000 licensed child- 
care spaces, about half of 


sive child-care 


get caught up in P erpetual cycle of policy could 
as veo a poverty,” single save millions 
of poverty. later on.” 
want my son to INOM SAYS. Affordable 
have a future. and accessible 
“But I can’t go back to child-care is a “linchpin” in 
school and then get a job ifI economic recovery, said Mar- 


can’t find child care,” she 
said. “It’s a vicious circle and 
it may ruin my life. 

“T can't even begin to imag- 
ine what’s going to become of 
me — the prospect is too 
frightening.” 

Metro Council is deter- 
mined to pare $79 million 
from its 1994 budget and poli- 
ticians want $11.9 million of 
that to come from the com- 
munity services department. 

An 11.8 per cent decrease 
in child-care expenditures has 
been suggested to help reach 
the target. But that cutback 
could mean that as many as 
2,700 subsidized child-care 
spaces will be wiped out — 
despite a waiting list of 
16,000. 

Metro has 34,000 licensed 
day-care spaces, of which 
25,000 are subsidized. 

“There are hundreds of 
women like Cheryl Attia in 
this city,” said Cheryl West, 
director of the Pat Schulz 
Child Care Centre, a non- 
profit operation. 

“I am sitting here with an 
eight-page waiting list of peo- 
ple frantic for child care so 
they can go back to school 
and to work and get off wel- 
fare. 


jorie McColm, vice-chairper- 
son of the Metro Day Care 
Advisory Committee, a stand- 
ing committee that advices 
Metro councillors on child- 
care issues. She is also the 
manager of eight day-care 
centres affiliated with George 
Brown College. 

“I can appreciate that Met- 
ro is between a rock and a 
hard place with its budget, 
but cutting back on day care 
is going to create more prob- 
lems than it is going to solve.” 

The child-care pullback, 
however, is not just a poverty 
issue. It goes far beyond sin- 
gle mothers and low-income 
people. Middle-class residents 
are at risk, too, care providers 
and activists point out. 

As there are more and 
more withdrawals from the 
child-care network because of 
the lack of subsidies, fees will 
inevitably increase for par- 
ents who have been able to 
thus far pay full cost, they 
predict. 

Most day-care providers 
have already laid off staff and 
streamlined their operations 
as much as possible, so rais- 
ing fees will be the only way 
to continue to cover overhead, 
critics say. 


“Cheryl has been strug: 
gling for over a 


That means that even par- 
ents who don’t 


year and a half ‘We're becoming a need or qualify 


to put her life 
back together 


endnetrely2n for people with face more finan, 
and social ser- children,” may find them- 
Meni ee 
spaces available home and look 
in her centre. after their offspring. 


“She is bright, articulate, 
extremely motivated and try- 
ing to do everything she 
should to break free of the 
welfare system. 

“What kind of crazy Catch- 
22 are the politicians perpetu- 
ating?” 

Day-care advocates argue 


that Metro is being penny- - 


wise and pound-foolish, say- 
ing any money that is saved 
by cutting child-care funding 
will be more than spent in so- 


for subsidies 


very cruelsociety will certainly - 


Alternatively, child-care ad-: 


vocates argue, more and more 


parents in all income brackets .- 


may find themselves compro- . 
mising on child-care. 


“Our child-care system is: 


already fragile — this move 
could push it to the edge of 
collapse,” said Kerry 


McQuaig of the Ontario Co-. - 
alition for Better Child Care..- 


“We're becoming a very 
cruel society for people with 
children.” 


URBAN/MUNICIPAL 
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fe $3 _-- eevee ALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


AGENDA 
DATE: FRIDAY, DECEMBER 3, 1993 
TIME: 9:00 A.M. 
PLACE: COMMITTEE ROOM - 15TH FLOOR a 
ELLEN FAIRCLOUGH BUILDING ee 
113 KING STREET WEST ey a, 
SOVERNMEyy ; 
| 


1. | APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 
2. UPDATE FROM THE MINISTRY ae 
3. | STAFF REPORT FROM JANE SOLDERA 


GO VERNME Wy 4 


4. REPORTS BACK FROM SMALL WORKING GROUPS: 
- Subsidy Eligibility 
- Per Diem Review 


5S. DISCUSSION OF INTERIM REPORT TO HEALTH AND SOCIAL 
SERVICES COMMITTEE 


6. SCHEDULE OF UPCOMING TASK FORCE MEETINGS - 1994 
7. ADJOURNMENT 


8. BREAK INTO SMALL WORKING GROUPS 


MINUTES OF THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
DAY CARE TASK FORCE 


The Day Care Task Force met on Friday, November 9, 1993 at 9:00 a.m., 15th Floor 
Committee Room, Regional Offices. 


Present: Chairman (Councillor) D. Agostino 
Vice Chairman L. Russell 
Councillor T. Jackson, M. Baker, J. Clinton, C. Firth, 
S. McDonald, M. McLaughlin, J. Soldera, J. Powell-Fralick, 
W. Campbell : 


Absent with Regrets: J. Aquin - Another Commitment; J. Kleefstra - Illness; 
N. Westbury, S. Church, J. Pacey 


Also Present: C. Biggs 
The meeting was chaired by L. Russell, the Vice Chairman. 


ip REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 


(McDonald/Powell-Fralick) 
That the Minutes of the October 1, 1993 meeting of the Day Care Task Force be 
approved. CARRIED. 


2: REPORTS BACK FROM SMALL WORKING GROUPS: 
a) Subsidy Eligibility Review 


Martha McLaughlin gave a verbal update on work that the Subsidy Eligibility 
Review Group has done to date. Following are some of the points made: 


To date, 2 meetings of the group have been held 

Draft for Guiding Principles included in this agenda 

Also included are other issues i.e., affordability 

Challenge at this point for the group is the "who" - can form be done 
in such a way to address concerns of all 

Now back to the tough questions 

Issue is really accessibility, tied to affordability and tied to a larger 
issue - overhanging all is direction coming from the Province - what 
options 


Day Care Task Force Minutes November 5, 1993 


b) 


What is the relationship of this to Provincial regulations 

Will need to meet again to deal with the tougher issues and 
document 

AS a group, decision is that "this is not an open process - there is a 
limit” 

Consensus that there is a population that this is targeted for - issue 
now is who is the population a) form b) money 

How far can subsidy be stretched to accommodate people 
Councillor Agostino requested that user fees be looked at and that 
the group bring back some options for discussion 

Whatever comes from the Province will give Region less discretion 
Statements can be made in support of the present practice of the 
Region 


Per Diem Review 


Charles Firth updated the Task Force on the issues which have been dealt 
with by the Per Diem Review Group, including: 


First issue looked at - cost - children in the daycare program that are 
on half days or are limited 8:1 - Board of Education 15:1 

How ratios were arrived at - to be followed up by W. Campbell 
Next issue - budgets of the Region - it does work 

Felt that budgets completed, and then carry no weight 

Realize that some people do not hand in financial statements 

Must be some tougher guidelines 

Suggestion that no appeals be approved without receipt of audited 
statements 

Each year, centres are randomly selected and audits are carried out 
- report is prepared for the Commissioner of Social Services 

Jane outlined steps in place for audit carried out on centres 

Next issue - non-profit boards that were being formed and coming 
to the Region and requesting per diems that other centres have gone 
under with 

Budgets - find average across the City for toddlers, pre-schoolers 
Out of 20 called, average for pre-schoolers is $24.66 and average for 
toddler is $31.82 - range was as much as $9 from low end to high 
end 

Cost of keeping places up to decent standards i.e., maintenance 
John Aquin suggested that a 10% contingency be added in budget 
the for expenditures in order to build up a reserve - is this possible? 
COMSOC - Reform should address this issue 


® 


® 
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e Ideas: grand-fathering centres with purchasing of services presently 
in place - looking at maximum for subsidy centres 

e Appeals - procedure, that centres be looked at in categories 

e Minimum requirements must be looked at 

e Some sense that there has to be some room for flexibility - define 
how flexible and how far 

e Debate standard, establish cost and come up with number 

e Part of the problem is that each municipality has its own set of 


standards, rather than provincial standard 
UPDATE FROM THE MINISTRY 


Winston Campbell advised that meetings have been held in Toronto recently and 
issue of core funding is being pursued aggressively to the extent that the Ministry 
is looking at how to go about recovering dollars from centres. In relationship to 
the issue of eligibility, the Ministry os looking at income cut-offs. 


The Province is holding similar discussions in the same areas as the Region, only 
more complex. 


There is some talk of "pilots" by the Province and if so, the Task Force should 
consider if it wishes to be a pilot project. 


Work being done by the Ministry in this regard is being treated as very "top 

priority". 

SCHEDULE OF UPCOMING MEETINGS: 

a) Task Force 
The next meeting of the Task Force will be held on Friday, December 3, 
1993 at 9:00 a.m. The Task Force agreed that following the meeting, the 
small working groups would meet. 


b) Small Working Groups 


The Secretary will be advised of upcoming meeting dates for the small 
working groups and will advise all members accordingly. 


i 
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3) FOR THE INFORMATION OF THE TASK FORCE: 
The following items were received: 


a) Conflict of Interest Guidelines for Citizen Members of Regional Advisory 
Boards and Task Forces (CLE 93-039) 


b) Article from August 16, 1993 edition of the Toronto Star - "Critics Attack 
Day-Care Cutbacks" 


On motion (Baker/Soldera) the Task Force adjourned at 10:25 a.m. CARRIED. 
Chairman 
Secretary & 
NOTE: Following the meeting, the Day Care Task Force split into the working 


groups. The Subsidy Eligibility Review Group remained in the Committee 
Room and the Per Diem Review Group convened in the Planning 
Department Library, 14th Floor. 


a 
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